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Amendment I. Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or 
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the 
people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a 
redress of grievances. 


Amendment II. a well-regulated militia being necessary to 
the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed. 


Amendment TTI. No soldier shall, in time of peace, be 


quartered in any house, without the consent of the owner, nor in 
time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law. 


Amendment I V, The right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects against unreasonable searches 
and seizures shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, 
but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and 
particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 


Amendment V No person shall be held to answer for a 
capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or 
indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in the land or 
naval forces, or in the militia, when in actual service in time of war 
or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offense 
to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in 
any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of 


life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private 
property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 


Amendment VI. in all criminal prosecutions the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have been 
committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by 
law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; 
to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory 
process for obtain-ing witnesses in his favor, and to have the 
assistance of counsel for his defense. 


Amendment VII. in suits at common law, where the 
value in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by 
jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise 
re-examined in any court of the United States, than according to the 
rules of the common law. 


Amendment VILLI. excessive bail shall not be required, nor 


excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 


Amendment IX. The enumeration in the Constitution, 
of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others 
retained by the people. 


Amendment X. the powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are 
reserved to the states respectively, or to the people. 
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Retailing Trump 


I don’t like Trump at all; I agree whole- 
heartedly with Bill Jasper’s personal as- 
sessment of the man in TNA (“Trump: 
Will He Be Controlling or Controlled?” 
June 6 issue). That being said, (in reality) 
it’s going to be either Trump or the Hilla- 
roid, one or the other. 

While Trump may be untrustworthy, 
there is a good chance that he would fa- 
cilitate the nomination of a conservative 
replacement for Justice Scalia in the Su- 
preme Court of the United States. With 
Hillaroid we would undoubtedly get an- 
other “liberal,” such as Kagan or Soto- 
mayor. That would positively ensure that 
(among other things) Obama’s executive 
amnesty will be upheld, putting 11+ mil- 
lion “undocumented” immigrants on “the 
path to citizenship.” 

Considering the statistical fact that im- 
migrants (in general) vote overwhelming- 
ly Democratic once they are naturalized, 
nothing could be more disastrous for the 
GOP; getting any Republicans — much 
less constitutionalists — elected will be- 
come exponentially more difficult. I don’t 
see how there could be any other possible 
outcome. Those are my thoughts, what- 
ever they may be worth. 

Richard Dimery 
Sent via e-mail 


After reading the discussion about Don- 
ald Trump in the June 6 New American, 
it was interesting to note an op-ed column 
by Max Boot, a “senior fellow” of the lib- 
eral, globalist Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions, which appeared in the May 11, 2016 
New York Daily News. Under the headline 
“Trump’s lies are flatly disqualifying,” 
Boot’s op-ed begins, “It’s hard to decide 
what is the most disturbing part of Donald 
Trump’s candidacy.” This official of the 
council lists some of the “latest crazy” 
theories that Trump supports. 

Trump, he writes, “has recited discred- 
ited claims that vaccines cause autism. His 
immediate reaction after hearing of Justice 
Antonin Scalia’s death of natural causes 
was to conjure up foul play: ‘They say 
they found a pillow on his face, which is 
a pretty unusual place to find a pillow.’” 

“Most notoriously, Trump was a lead- 
ing ‘birther,’ claiming that Barack Obama 
was born in Kenya and thus ineligible for 
the presidency. The release of Obama’s 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


long-form [birth] certificate in 2011 did 
not dissuade him.” He ends his column, 
“Say what you will about Hillary Clinton, 
but she is at least rational.” 

First, in dissecting the points, briefly, 
Trump’s claims that vaccines have caused 
autism have not been discredited: A feder- 
al whistleblower came forward to explain 
how the Centers for Disease Control ma- 
nipulated studies to “prove” there was no 
vaccine-autism link. More information is 
found in the excellent movie Vaxxed and 
in previous articles in The New American. 

Justice Scalia’s suspicious death cer- 
tainly warranted an autopsy. After all, to 
appease the anti-cop crowd, there were 
three separate autopsies performed on 
Michael Brown, the perp who attempted 
to murder Police Officer Darren Wilson in 
Ferguson, Missouri. Street thugs used that 
incident to provoke nationwide protests, 
rioting, and looting. And to the best of my 
knowledge, Michael Brown was not a jus- 
tice of the Supreme Court. 

The claim that Obama was born in Afri- 
ca, making him ineligible to be president, 
was never properly investigated by Con- 
gress, the courts, or the media. One of his 
relatives claimed to be present at Obama’s 
birth, in Kenya. There are plenty of de- 
tails in Jerome Corsi’s book Where's The 
Birth Certificate? Obama has always had 
problems producing his records (school 
records, for example.) Maybe that’s why 
he has so much sympathy for undocu- 
mented aliens. It took him years to pro- 
duce his “birth certificate.” Why? When 
I went to work for New York State, I had 
to produce my college diploma, and I im- 
mediately complied. 

It’s interesting that Boot doesn’t list 
any of Hillary’s scandals and lies, far too 
numerous to mention here. This is not to 
imply that we should support Trump, since 
we have no way of knowing what his con- 
nection to “The Insiders” may be, but the 
invectives used against him in the media, 
particularly by a top CFR official, are in- 
teresting nevertheless. 

David Hammer 
Bronx, New York 


Send your letters to: The New American, P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail: 
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to vol- 
ume received, not all letters can be answered. 
Letters may be edited for space and clarity. 
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UN Whistleblower Skeptical of Reform 


Anders Kompass, the UN whistleblower who exposed interna- 
tional “peacekeeping” troops raping and exploiting young chil- 
dren in Africa, is now skeptical that ethical behavior can be resur- 
rected at the organization, he admitted in a June 17 piece for IRIN 
News, which focuses on international humanitarian issues. And 
while Kompass said he still believes a “universal organization” 
is needed to improve the chances of world peace, his experience 


of being persecuted for trying to stop the savage abuse of chil- 
dren by “peace” troops has left him skeptical that the necessary 
changes at the UN can be successful. 

According to Kompass, the situation with the UN is get- 
ting worse, not better. “Sadly, we seem to be witnessing more 
and more UN staff less concerned with abiding by the ethical 
standards of the international civil service than with doing 
whatever is most convenient — or least likely to cause prob- 
lems — for themselves or for member states,” he explained. 

The reason, Kompass said, is mostly because the cost of be- 
having ethically is perceived as being too high by UN staffers. 
“Put another way, the benefit to the individual of not behaving 
ethically is perceived as greater than the cost of taking an ethi- 
cal stance,” he added, pointing out that UN staff members are 
“afraid” of doing what is right — and for good reason. As this 
magazine and even U.S. congressional hearings have document- 
ed, while it claims to be unable to rein in rapists, killers, and 
child molesters among its “peace” armies, the UN has become 
very proficient at one thing: destroying whistleblowers who try 
to expose the crimes of their superiors. 

“T still believe in the defense of human rights,” Kompass con- 
cluded. “TI still believe that a universal organization is needed 
to improve the chances of world peace and progress. But I also 
believe that without great changes aimed at resurrecting ethi- 
cal behavior within the UN, the organization will not be able to 
successfully address the challenges of today and of tomorrow. 
And, on that last point, my experience has unfortunately left 
me skeptical.” 


UN Demands Bigger, Stronger UN “Police” Force 


With its so-called peacekeeping military troops facing outrage 
worldwide for raping and exploiting children with impunity, the 
United Nations is launching a major push to expand and further 
empower its UN “police” force known as UNPOL. At the same 
time, the UN is working to usurp more influence over national 
police forces, with the UN bringing together more than 100 na- 
tional police chiefs on June 3 at its first-ever UN “Chiefs of Po- 
lice Summit” (UN COPS). 

At the center of the UN’s efforts to empower its “police” 
force is a new report commissioned by the UN that claims the 
UN “police” need more money, power, and prestige. The report 
also called for a “paradigm shift” in how the UN “polices” 
people around the world. In addition to the new report calling 
for a more powerful UN police force, the UN is also working 
hard to expand its influence over national police forces in the 
nations that have them. 

According to the UN, the global body has more than 12,500 
UN “police” officers deployed in 18 different UN “peace” mis- 
sions around the world. Many of those UN “peace missions” 
have been noteworthy primarily for the horrifying abuses of 
women and children by UN forces. But you would never know it 
from UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s glowing comments 


about UN “police” in “peace” missions around the world. “They 
protect communities. They bring stability. They restore confi- 
dence.... UN COPS is a tremendous opportunity.... Together, let 
us work for a safer and more secure world for all. United Nations 
Police are your police.” 

The dangers of such scheming are clear. Congress should take 
urgent action, including approving the American Sovereignty 
Restoration Act to withdraw the U.S. government from the UN. 
Without action, the UN has shown that it will continue to run wild 
and usurp more illegitimate power — with already struggling 
U.S. taxpayers serving as the piggy bank for it all. 


United Nations 


Homeland Security Chief: Gun Control Is Now “National Security” 


Homeland Security boss Jeh Johnson now claims Americans 
must submit to much more gun control — this time, for “national 
security” reasons. One of the key demands being pushed is that 
Americans be deprived of their constitutionally protected gun 
rights based on a bureaucrat’s secret “suspicion,” without even a 
semblance of due process of law. 

In a June 14 interview on CBS This Morning, Johnson leveled 
a full-blown attack at the U.S. Constitution and the God-given 
rights enshrined in it: “We have to face the fact that meaningful, 
responsible gun control has to be part of homeland security as 
well, given the prospect of homegrown, home-born violent ex- 
tremism in this country.... We need to do something to minimize 
the opportunity for terrorists to get a gun in this country, and 
this is now something that is critical to homeland security as 
well as public safety.” That something includes open attacks on 
fundamental rights. 

However, it was unclear why a person willing to violate ter- 
rorism and murder laws would be expected by the administration 
to obey gun-control regulations. Also not made clear was why or 
how gun control would stop terrorists from acquiring guns any 
better than it has in the past, here or in other nations. 

Traditionally, as stated clearly in the Second Amendment, a 
well-armed populace and militia were considered essential to 
the security of a free state. It also makes the prospect of for- 


eign invasion sound ludicrous — with many tens of millions of 
Americans armed with hundreds of millions of guns, no military 
or combination of militaries in the world could hope to subjugate 
the American people using ground forces. Under Obama, how- 
ever, the tables have been flipped. Now, disarming Americans is 
proclaimed to be essential for national security, supposedly due 
to the unprecedented influx of Islamic immigrants brought in in 
recent years who might become radicalized. 

The Second Amendment is national security. It is also the su- 
preme law of the land. Anyone who says otherwise has no busi- 
ness pretending to serve the American people in government. 


Jeh 
Johnson 
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Will Brexit Trigger a “Domino Effect” Among EU Members? 


Within hours after Brexit became the new reality for the EU and 
U.K. alike, Euroskeptics in other EU countries announced their 
intention to follow Britain’s lead. From the Netherlands to Scan- 
dinavia, European countries whose citizens have tired of the EU’s 
yoke are considering voting with their feet. 

Dutch politician Geert Wilders wants his nation to follow the 
British example. “I congratulate the British people for beating 


the political elite in both London and Brussels and I think we 
can do the same,” Wilders told Reuters on June 24. “We should 
have a referendum about a ‘Nexit’ [Netherlands Exit] as soon as 
possible. There is no future any more [for the EU].” 

Marine Le Pen, leader of France’s National Front Party and cur- 
rent front-runner in the polls leading up to next year’s presidential 
election, expressed similar sentiments. Displaying a picture of the 
British flag on her Twitter page, Le Pen proclaimed the Brexit a 
“victory for freedom” and called for a “Frexit” as soon as possible. 

In Italy, the “5 Star Movement” called for a referendum on EU 
membership in the wake of a debilitating economic crisis that 
Italy has yet to extricate itself from. The numbers in a poll on 
EU membership conducted in May by global marketing research 
firm IPSOS are sobering to Europhiles: 58 percent of Italians 
want a referendum on continued EU membership, and 55 percent 
of French want the same for their country. In Scandinavia, both 
Denmark and Sweden are mulling similar referenda. 

More than anything else, Brexit is the first significant blow 
struck against the internationalists and their goal of a one-world 
government in many years. Since the foundation of the United 
Nations, the globalists have seen slow but steady progress in 
their program. No nation has withdrawn from the UN or from 
any regional government bloc — until now. Intentionally or not, 
Brexit was a body blow to the New World Order, and ought to be 
applauded by all Americans interested in preserving and revital- 
izing our own sovereignty. Hi 
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Top Marine Wants Women to Register for the Draft 
“In my personal view, every American who’s physically qualified 
should register for the draft.” 

Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Marine 
Corps Commandant General Robert Neller spoke out after the lift- 
ing of the ban on women in combat roles. 


Trump Elicits Response From 

President’s Refusal to Mention “Radical Islam” 
“What exactly would using this label accomplish? Calling a threat Robert 
by a different name does not make it go away.” Neller 
Noting that President Obama failed to use the term, Donald Trump 
suggested that not doing so was reason enough for him to resign his office. But Barack Obama obvi- 
ously avoids such terminology because he does not acknowledge a connection between terrorist acts 
such as the recent mass murder in Orlando and radical Islam. 


AP Images 


Author of Book About Islam Chides President Obama 

“Assertions that Islamist terrorism has nothing to do with terrorism are as nonsensical as claims that the 
Crusades had nothing to do with Christian beliefs about the sanctity of Jerusalem.” 

In his book The United States of Jihad, author Peter Bergen takes aim at the refusal of President Obama 
to refer to the term “radical Islam.” 


House Speaker Would Sue Donald Trump 

“T would sue any president who exceeds his or her powers.” 
Referring specifically to Trump’ plan to deport millions of illegal 
immigrants, Speaker Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) pointed to the need for 
Congress to reassert its sole power to make law — though Trump 
would be faithfully executing the law by deporting illegals. 


Did Classified Pages Link Saudi Arabia to 9/11 Plotters? 

“T have to believe something was planned for the care and nurturing 

of those guys after they arrived [in the United States]. They weren’t 

too sophisticated and they didn’t speak English. They needed help 

getting settled and making preparations.” 

Paul The FBI’s agent in charge of trying to determine who helped those 

Ryan who flew the planes into New York’ twin towers, Richard Lam- 
bert, is only one of many who wonder what those 28 pages of the 

2002 congressional inquiry contain and why they have been kept secret. 
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Columnist Targets Obama’s Requirement for Political Correctness 

“Everybody understands under President Obama you are not to make any reference that could possibly 
indict Islam, radical Islam, of Islamism in a mass murder. So you have to pretend otherwise.” 
Columnist Charles Krauthammer stuck his neck out by stating this comment while many others con- 
tinue with refusals to mention radical Islam in discussions of terrorist attacks on Americans. 


Incoming EU President Wants to Bar Muslim Immigrants From His Country 

“Islam has no place in Slovakia. Migrants change the character of my country.” 

On the eve of assuming the presidency of the European Council, the EU's executive body, Slovakia 
President Robert Fico even chided Germanys Angela Merkel for accepting a million refugees, many 
of whom are followers of Islam. 


GOP Congressman Interrupts Demonstration in House Chamber 
“Radical Islam killed these poor people.” 
During their publicity-seeking sit-in, 50 Democrat lawmakers held photos of the 49 victims of the Or- 
lando shooter and claimed that guns killed them. But Representative Louis Gohmert (R-Texas) shouted 
that it was radical Islam that killed them, not guns. @ 

— Compiled by John F. McManus 
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Time after time, the government has made a federal case about encryption, saying 
security concerns require access to everyone’s electronics. We expose their tries and lies. 
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by C. Mitchell Shaw 


r Nhe recent legal wrestling match 
between the FBI and Apple over 
encryption is not the first time the 

federal government has attacked the idea 
of private citizens using strong encryp- 
tion to protect their data and communica- 
tions. Throughout the months-long ordeal, 
which included legal battles, a public-re- 
lations war, and congressional testimony 
on whether Apple should be forced to help 
the FBI break into an iPhone used by one 
of the San Bernardino shooters, one thing 
was clear: All of the Justice Department’s 
protestations to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing, this was about much more than what- 
ever data may be on that one phone in this 
one case. 

Evidence of that is found in recent at- 
tempts at federal legislation to both ex- 
pand the surveillance state and essentially 
ban the use of encryption. While the FBI v. 
Apple case is illustrative, it is not singular 
and it did not happen in a vacuum. 


Round One 
To understand what is at stake here, it 
is important to look at the first round of 
what have been called the “Crypto Wars.” 
In 1991, a 37-year-old software engi- 
neer named Phil Zimmermann wrote an 
encryption program called Pretty Good 
Privacy (PGP). PGP allowed anyone with 
a fairly modern computer and the ability 
to follow instructions to encrypt their e- 
mails in such a way that (1) the e-mail 
could only be read by the intended recipi- 
ent, and (2) the e-mail could be digitally 
“signed” in such a way that the recipient 
could be sure it was sent by the sender and 
not by an imposter. He made it available 
for download on the Internet — which was 
fairly young, but quickly growing. He also 
published the source code of the program 
in old-fashioned book form and directly 
exported that book all over the world. 
Zimmermann — and those using his 
new encryption standard — quickly ran 
into a problem. The U.S. government clas- 
sified as a munition any encryption pro- 
gram strong enough to actually work and 
banned its export. Since the Internet made 
it possible for anyone in the world to get 
their hands on a copy of the program (and 
also made it impossible to prevent them 
from doing so), Zimmermann soon found 
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himself under criminal investigation by 
the U.S. Customs Service for alleged vio- 
lations of the Arms Export Control Act. 

Michael W. Lucas literally wrote the 
book on PGP. In the introduction to his 
book, PGP & GPG: Email for the Practi- 
cal Paranoid, he explains how — by di- 
rectly exporting the source code in book 
form — Zimmermann turned what the 
U.S. government had treated as a software 
issue into a free speech issue: 


his book of source code. Thus, people 
all over the world were able to get the 
instructions to build their own PGP 
software. They promptly built the 
software from those instructions, and 
PGP quickly became a worldwide de 
facto standard for data encryption. 
As you might guess, the US gov- 
ernment considered this tactic merely 
a way to get around munitions ex- 
port restrictions. Zimmermann and 


Zimmermann originally wrote PGP 
in boring old everyday text (or 
“source code”), just like that used in 
any book, and used computer-based 
tools to convert the human-readable 
text into machine-readable code. This 
is standard practice in the computer 
industry. The text is not software, just 
as the blueprints for a car are not a 
car. Both the text and the blueprints 
are necessary prerequisites for their 
respective final products, however. 
Zimmermann took the text and had 
it published in book form. 

Books are not considered soft- 
ware, even when the book contains 
the “source code” instructions for 
a machine to make software. And 
books are not munitions; although 
many books on cryptography did 
have export restrictions, Zimmer- 
mann could get an export permit for 


his supporters considered the book 
speech, as in “free speech,” “First 
Amendment,” and “do you really 
want to go there?” The government 
sued, and over the next three years 
Zimmermann and the administration 
went a few rounds in the courts. 


Zimmermann and the federal government 
went back and forth in both the investiga- 
tion and subsequent lawsuits. In the end, 
Uncle Sam realized that the courts were 
likely to consider the dissemination of the 
written code behind the software as pro- 
tected speech. Rather than risk a verdict 
— and a precedent — that might make 
the export of encryption software legally 
acceptable in almost any case, the federal 
government dropped the case and relaxed 
the standards for exporting software used 
for encryption. In 1996, President Clinton 
issued Executive Order 13026, essentially 
removing encryption from the munitions 
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Return salvo: Phil Zimmermann created “Pretty Good Privacy” (PGP) in 1991. The federal 
government reacted to the new encryption standard by launching what came to be known as the 


Crypto Wars. 
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list. It was hailed as the end of the Crypto 
Wars and privacy was declared the victor. 

If only it were that simple. 

Over the last 20 years, encryption has 
become a standard in business. You use it 
without even seeing it when you transfer 
money or log in to certain websites. (Can 
you even imagine signing in to your online 
banking without encryption to protect that 
transaction?) But it has not been largely 
adopted by the average citizen for much of 
anything, including e-mail. Until recently. 


The Snowden “Reveal” 
In May of 2013, a 29-year-old NSA data 
analyst shocked the world by leaking 
a trove of documents confirming what 
many had long suspected: U.S. govern- 
ment agencies routinely spy on everyone, 
including American citizens. Programs 
with names such as PRISM, MYSTIC, 
Boundless Informant, and Xkeyscore 
were — in direct violation of the Fourth 
Amendment’s guarantee “against unrea- 
sonable searches and seizures” — inter- 
cepting everything from phone calls and 
texts to e-mails and browsing histories and 
everything in between from all Americans 
without anything that resembled probable 
cause or a warrant. Within days, Edward 
Snowden was one of the most talked about 
— and most wanted — men on the planet. 
In the aftermath of those revelations, 
the myriad of three-letter agencies prom- 


ised again and again to reform, only to 
be found playing a shell game with the 
American public. Each “reform” was, in 
reality, merely a re-branding that allowed 
the surveillance of the guilty and the in- 
nocent alike to continue and grow, prov- 
ing Zimmermann correct when he told 
GigaOM in August of 2013, “The natural 
flow of technology tends to move in the 
direction of making surveillance easier, 
and the ability of computers to track us 
doubles every eighteen months.” We are 
living in a golden age of surveillance and 
the technology is increasing. 

Fortunately, technology is an equal-op- 
portunity tool. The same type of technol- 
ogy used by the NSA and other agencies 
to strip away the privacy and liberty of 
Americans is available to help those same 
Americans defend that privacy and liberty. 
In fact, Snowden used software tools — 
including GPG (the open-source version 
of Zimmermann’s PGP) — to communi- 
cate with journalists when he leaked all the 
documents showing the state of the sur- 
veillance state. The very types of technol- 
ogy those agencies were using to spy were 
used by Snowden to stay off their radar 
while he revealed their spying. 

While the surveillance hawks have 
called Snowden a traitor, a criminal, and 
an accessory to terrorism, those who value 
privacy and liberty have rightly consid- 
ered him a patriot. One thing is almost 


He couldn’t spy and lie: In 2013, Edward Snowden shocked the world by revealing the extent of 
the warrantless surveillance being conducted by the NSA and other three-letter agencies. 
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certain: Had there never been an Edward 
Snowden, there would not likely have 
been any increased interest in the day-to- 
day use of encryption for average citizens. 
That interest was a direct result of — a 
reaction to — the heavy-handed spying 
to which those average citizens were sub- 
jected at the hands of agents of their own 
government. 

As more and more of the information 
Snowden provided to journalists was pub- 
lished, people began looking for ways to 
protect both their data and their commu- 
nications from the prying eyes of both an 
overreaching government and nosy cor- 
porations. After all, when you are being 
robbed, do you really care whether the 
robber wears a mask or a badge? Like- 
wise, if someone is stealing your private 
information, what difference does it make 
whether he works for the NSA, the FBI, 
Apple, or Google? 

In a strange turn of events fueled by free 
market demand for encryption products, 
companies including Apple and Google 
began to offer more and better encryption. 
In the summer of 2014, Apple announced 
that — starting with iOS 8 — users’ data, 
including that which is stored on the de- 
vice such as e-mails, contacts, and pho- 
tos, would be fully encrypted by default. 
Apple also said the encryption process 
would happen on the device itself and that 
the company would not have access to the 
keys, meaning that Apple would not be 
able to access the encrypted data. Google 
followed suit by making better encryption 
available starting with Android 5.0. As a 
result, millions of Americans and others 
around the world have the ability to use 
encrypted devices to protect their commu- 
nications and data. 


Only All Is Good Enough 
The reaction from the surveillance hawks 
was both immediate and venomous. Within 
weeks of the new encryption standards for 
mobile devices, FBI Director James Comey 
told reporters at a press conference at FBI 
headquarters, “What concerns me about 
this is companies marketing something ex- 
pressly to allow people to hold themselves 
beyond the law.” Apparently, the irony of 
the “beyond the law” nature of warrantless, 
mass surveillance was lost on Comey. 
Comey’s remarks — while ridiculous 
on their face — served as the first salvo 
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Support from big business: Apple CEO 
Tim Cook stood his ground against the FBI, 
refusing to circumvent iPhone encryption. 


in a public-relations war designed to stig- 
matize encryption as something someone 
would only use if they have something 
criminal to hide. He was soon joined by 
other surveillance hawks who made simi- 
larly ridiculous claims. Over the following 
months, the rhetoric picked up steam. 

John J. Escalante, who was at the time 
chief of detectives in Chicago, told the 
Washington Post in September 2014 that 
encrypted devices are the tools of the 
worst criminals: pedophiles. “Apple will 
become the phone of choice for the pedo- 
phile,” he said, adding, “The average pe- 
dophile at this point is probably thinking, 
I’ve got to get an Apple phone.” 

As the public-relations war waged on, 
it was apparent that the smear campaign 
was not working. By this time, more and 
more encrypted devices and messaging 
services were available and made it easier 
for anyone to secure their communications 
against digital eavesdropping. 

The surveillance hawks seemed to be 
looking for a picture-perfect case to push 
for laws to force companies to undermine 
the encryption built into their products 
and services. Demands for “backdoors” 
into the underlying encryption became the 
mantra of those whose careers were tied to 
the surveillance state. The terrorist attacks 
in Paris in November 2015 looked made 
to order. By portraying encrypted devices 
and communication services as “tools of 
terrorists,” Comey and his ilk seemed to 
hope they could turn public sentiment 
against the technology. 

In the immediate wake of the attacks in 
Paris, Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.) 
— who sits on the Senate Intelligence 
Committee — told MSNBC, “Silicon 
Valley has to take a look at their products. 
Because if you create a product that allows 
evil monsters to communicate in this way, 
to behead children, to strike innocents, 
whether it’s at a game in a stadium, in a 
small restaurant in Paris, take down an air- 
liner — that’s a big problem.” 

Feinstein was not alone in her demoni- 
zation of encryption. CIA Director John 
Brennan said the attacks should serve as 
a “wake-up call” for those misrepresent- 
ing what intelligence services do to pro- 
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tect innocent civilians. He cited “a number 
of unauthorized disclosures, and a lot of 
handwringing over the government’s role 
in the effort to try to uncover these terror- 
ists” — an obvious reference to Snowden 
and the supposed reforms resulting from 
his “unauthorized disclosures.” 

Foreign Policy reported that Attorney 
General Loretta Lynch blamed encryp- 
tion in the planning and execution of the 
attacks in Paris and elsewhere in her tes- 
timony before the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee after the attacks: 


Lynch said that the use of such ad- 
vanced encryption technologies has 
hampered investigations of individuals 
plotting violence in the United States. 
Citing unspecified investigations, 
Lynch said that terrorist suspects have 
switched from traditional communi- 
cations tools to ones with end-to-end 
encryption, which even providers can’t 
unlock when served with court orders 
to do so. By using such tools, suspects 
ensure that officials “no longer have 
visibility into those discussions” about 
plots, Lynch said. 


Senate Armed Services Committee Chair- 
man John McCain told MSNBC that com- 
panies providing these encrypted services 
should be forced to provide a “backdoor,” 
adding, “It’s time we had another key that 
would be kept safe and only revealed by 
means of a court order.” As if the govern- 
ment that has moved heaven and earth to 
spy on ordinary citizens could be trusted 
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not to abuse that power. Again. McCain 
continued, “Recruitment and training and 
equipping can go on secure sites, and we 
cannot let that continue to happen, in all 
due respect to my friends in Silicon Valley.” 

One thing is absent from all of these ac- 
cusations: evidence. Aside from vague ref- 
erences to “unspecified investigations,” the 
surveillance hawks offered little in the way 
of making their case. And so they failed to 
convince citizens to give up their privacy 
and liberty in exchange for a hollow prom- 
ise of more security. Paris turned out not to 
be the picture-perfect case after all. 

Unfortunately, another test case soon 
presented itself, and the enemies of pri- 
vacy — who never let a crisis go to waste 
— saw their opportunity. In December 
2015, a married couple launched a deadly 
attack in San Bernardino, California, kill- 
ing 14 and seriously wounding another 22. 
One of the shooters in that attack, Syed 
Farook, left behind an encrypted iPhone 
5S. Investigators played a rousing game of 
Keystone Cops and locked themselves out 
of the iCloud account to which the phone 
was set to back up. Now, the only way to 
get the data from that phone was to defeat 
the encryption. 

Without mentioning the San Bernardino 
attack, Senator Richard Burr (R-N.C.), 
chairman of the Select Committee on 
Intelligence, wrote an error-laden piece 
for the Wall Street Journal in which he 
claimed, “Encrypted devices block law 
enforcement from collecting evidence. 
Period.” As if the only item in the law- 
enforcement toolbox is ubiquitous surveil- 
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When you are being robbed, do you really care 
whether the robber wears a mask or a badge? 
Likewise, if Someone is stealing your private 
information, what difference does it make whether he 
works for the NSA, the FBI, Apple, or Google? 


lance, and without it no evidence can be 
collected. He went on to say: 


Consumer information should be pro- 
tected, and the development of strong- 
er and more robust levels of encryp- 
tion is necessary. Unfortunately, the 
protection that encryption provides 
law-abiding citizens is also available 
to criminals and terrorists. Today’s 
messaging systems are often de- 
signed so that companies’ own devel- 
opers cannot gain access to encrypted 
content — and, alarmingly, not even 
when compelled by a court order. This 
allows criminals and terrorists, as the 
law enforcement community says, to 
“go dark” and plot with abandon. 


Manhattan District Attorney Cyrus Vance, 
Jr. — whose famous father was President 
Carter’s secretary of state, as well as serv- 
ing under Presidents Johnson and Ken- 
nedy as deputy secretary of defense and 


Vague threats: Citing unspecified investigations, Attorney General Loretta Lynch said that 


secretary of the Army — issued a 42-page 
report in January 2016 claiming that en- 
crypted devices pose “a threat to law en- 
forcement efforts” and are “a boon to dan- 
gerous criminals.” His report calls for new 
laws to compel companies to build back- 
doors into the encryption used on mobile 
devices so that the companies can search 
the devices when a warrant is issued. 


Apple vs. FBI 

While this new wave in the public-rela- 
tions war was moving forward, the San 
Bernardino investigation came into play. 
Apple employees assisted investigators as 
much as they could. As Apple CEO Tim 
Cook explained in an open letter to cus- 
tomers in February 2016: 


We were shocked and outraged by the 
deadly act of terrorism in San Ber- 
nardino last December. We mourn 
the loss of life and want justice for all 
those whose lives were affected. The 


terrorists use encrypted communication tools to plan and carry out their attacks. 
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FBI asked us for help in the days fol- 
lowing the attack, and we have worked 
hard to support the government’s ef- 
forts to solve this horrible crime. We 
have no sympathy for terrorists. 

When the FBI has requested data 
that’s in our possession, we have pro- 
vided it. Apple complies with valid 
subpoenas and search warrants, as 
we have in the San Bernardino 
case. We have also made Apple en- 
gineers available to advise the FBI, 
and we’ve offered our best ideas on 
a number of investigative options at 
their disposal. 


As the investigation proceeded, the FBI 
demanded that Apple do more than provide 
technical assistance. The agency wanted 
Apple to create a fake iOS update and send 
it to Farook’s iPhone, fooling the device into 
accepting a software package that would 
allow the agents to bypass the password 
protecting the encryption. Apple called that 
what it is — a backdoor — and refused. In 
the open letter to customers, Cook wrote: 


We have great respect for the profes- 
sionals at the FBI, and we believe 
their intentions are good. Up to this 
point, we have done everything that 
is both within our power and within 
the law to help them. But now the 
U.S. government has asked us for 
something we simply do not have, 
and something we consider too dan- 
gerous to create. They have asked us 
to build a backdoor to the iPhone. 

Specifically, the FBI wants us to 
make a new version of the iPhone 
operating system, circumventing 
several important security features, 
and install it on an iPhone recovered 
during the investigation. In the wrong 
hands, this software — which does 
not exist today — would have the po- 
tential to unlock any iPhone in some- 
one’s physical possession. 

The FBI may use different words 
to describe this tool, but make no 
mistake: Building a version of iOS 
that bypasses security in this way 
would undeniably create a backdoor. 
And while the government may argue 
that its use would be limited to this 
case, there is no way to guarantee 
such control. 
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Apple’s decision to refuse the FBI’s de- 
mands was based on the basic principles 
that make encryption both necessary and 
effective. Encryption is necessary because 
users need to protect their data from sur- 
veillance by overreaching government 
agencies, data-mining by nosy compa- 
nies, and theft by hackers. Encryption is 
effective because the keys to unlock it are 
kept private. The problem with backdoors 
is that that is just not the way cryptogra- 
phy works. Providing “another key” that 
only government can use is a farce. Any 
such key would inevitably be exploited by 
hackers and foreign governments. Experts 
in cryptography agree: There is simply no 
way for it to be “kept safe.” 

Cook said essentially the same thing in 
his open letter to customers: 


Some would argue that building a 
backdoor for just one iPhone is a sim- 
ple, clean-cut solution. But it ignores 
both the basics of digital security and 
the significance of what the govern- 
ment is demanding in this case. 

In today’s digital world, the “key” 
to an encrypted system is a piece of 
information that unlocks the data, and 
it is only as secure as the protections 
around it. Once the information is 
known, or a way to bypass the code is 
revealed, the encryption can be defeat- 
ed by anyone with that knowledge. 

The government suggests this 
tool could be used only once, on one 
phone. But that’s simply not true. 
Once created, the technique could 
be used over and over again, on any 
number of devices. In the physical 
world, it would be the equivalent 
of a master key, capable of opening 
hundreds of millions of locks — from 
restaurants and banks to stores and 
homes. No reasonable person would 
find that acceptable. 


While “no reasonable person would find 
that acceptable,” the FBI, the Justice De- 
partment, and Magistrate Judge Sheri Pym 
of the Federal District Court for the Dis- 
trict of Central California seemed to think 
it made perfect sense. In their unbalanced 
view of security vs. liberty, the surveil- 
lance hawks always lean toward promis- 
ing security, though they often fail to de- 
liver on that promise. 
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He’s against it, regardless of facts: FB! Director James Comey admitted in testimony before 
Congress that he does not really understand how encryption works. 


So, in February Judge Pym responded 
to a request from the Justice Department 
by ordering Apple to undermine the se- 
curity of millions of smartphone users in 
the hopes that something useful could be 
found on Farook’s iPhone. As this writer 
pointed out at the time in an online article: 


The iPhone at the center of the FBI’s 
PR and legal war against Apple was 
not even Farook’s primary mobile 
phone. He had a personal phone 
which he destroyed before he and his 
wife went on their ISIS-inspired kill- 
ing spree. Let that sink in. Farook had 
two phones: a work phone and a per- 
sonal phone. His employer has access 
to the itemized bill on his work phone 
which would show every number he 
called and every number that called 
him. In fact, Verizon has given the 
FBI arecord of all his calls and texts. 
He did not destroy that phone, but 
he did destroy his personal phone. It 
doesn’t take The Amazing Kreskin 
to figure out which of those phones 
he was worried about investigators 
accessing. It is highly unlikely that 
anything of any value to this inves- 
tigation could be found on the phone 
the FBI is making such a fuss over. 
So, why all the fuss? 


The question, “Why all the fuss?” takes 
on even more importance when it is real- 


ized that tech experts, including Edward 
Snowden and John McAfee (founder of 
McAfee Antivirus), said repeatedly that 
there were hardware hacks that would have 
granted the FBI access to the phone without 
forcing Apple to create a backdoor. 

Snowden responded to the FBI’s claim 
that “Apple has the exclusive technical 
means” to access the data on the phone by 
saying, “Respectfully, that’s bulls**t.” He 
added, “There are hardware attacks that 
have existed since the ’90’s that the FBI 
can mount” that would give them access 
to the data on the phone. 


Bureaucracy and Backdoors 

McAfee — who had offered to decrypt the 
phone himself — said that backdoors are 
a greater danger to national security than 
the problems they promise to solve. As 
evidence he pointed to the recent breaches 
of government computer systems — par- 
ticularly the hack of the database of the 
Office of Personnel Management in which 
millions of Americans had their personal 
information stolen by hackers suspected 
of working for the Chinese government. 
These hacks, McAfee said, were traced 
back to weaknesses in Juniper Networks 
hardware used by government offices. 
Those weaknesses in turn were traced 
back to the NSA installing backdoors in 
those systems. Our enemies found the 
backdoors we had built in to spy on them, 
and they simply turned the tables. 
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So considering that backdoors are a 
threat to national security and that the FBI 
could have penetrated that one phone — 
which was never likely to have anything 
of any value on it anyway — the question 
remains: Why all the fuss? 

Because while the public-relations war 
focused on that one phone and Comey 
said repeatedly that it was about that one 
phone, it turns out it was never about that 
one phone. It was about encryption. 

For all the ostensible reasons that the in- 
telligence and law-enforcement communi- 
ties give for wanting to limit the ability of 
ordinary citizens to encrypt their data and 
communications, the real reason is that 
those in power love power and want a mo- 
nopoly on it. Government officials — who 
use encrypted systems for both data stor- 
age and communications — don’t want 
private citizens to use that same technol- 
ogy. These are the same individuals who 
go about their daily lives surrounded by 
armed police officers, military personnel, 
and private security guards while decrying 
the evils of an armed society. This double 
standard is more than mere hypocrisy; it 
is tyranny. 

Apple fought the court order and asked 
for its day in court. Before that, though, 
there was testimony before the House Ju- 
diciary Committee. Under oath, Comey 
admitted that he does not understand how 
encryption works. When asked what had 
been attempted before demanding that 
Apple create a backdoor, Comey said, “I 
did not ask the questions you’ re asking me 
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Exploitation expert: John 
McAfee — who founded 
McAfee Antivirus — and 
other experts have said that 
encryption backdoors are 
not only not a solution, they 
actually threaten national 
security. 


here today. I’m not sure I even fully under- 
stand the questions.” 

Vance testified as well and made it clear 
to the committee that if the FBI were suc- 
cessful in its case against Apple, he would 
seek to use the tool over and over again. He 
added that he was not alone in that hope, 
saying, “Law enforcement agencies at all 
levels, as well as crime victims’ advocates 
and other concerned community leaders, 
are watching this case with great interest.” 
In other words, the surveillance hawks 
needed this case to set the precedent so that 
they can expand it to other cases. 

The day before that congressional hear- 
ing, though, a federal judge ruled in a sep- 
arate, but related, case that the FBI could 
not force Apple to unlock the iPhone of a 
suspected drug dealer. That news seemed 
to take what wind was left out of the FBI’s 
sails. The day before the case was to be 
heard, the Justice Department dropped its 
case, saying it had found a way into the 
phone and did not need to pursue the case. 
Sound familiar? Just as in the Zimmer- 
mann case in the 1990s, the federal gov- 
ernment could not let a freedom-allowing 
precedent be set. 

Once the FBI 
accessed the 
phone, it was very 
quietly reported 
that it contained 
no valuable infor- 
mation at all. 

Almost as soon 
as the case was 
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dropped, Feinstein introduced legisla- 
tion in the Senate to require any compa- 
ny offering encrypted devices or services 
to build in a backdoor for government. 
After a fairly exciting start, the bill died 
of benign neglect. There is simply not 
enough support for that type of legisla- 
tion. According to a report by Reuters, 
not even the White House would support 
the bill. In late May 2016, Burr and Fein- 
stein announced that the bill was dead. 
They have not given up, though. Reuters 
reported that Burr said, “There was no 
timeline for the bill” and “Feinstein said 
she planned to talk to more tech stake- 
holders.” Burr reportedly said, “Be pa- 
tient,” indicating that the pair plans to try 
again next year. 

Following the Orlando shooting in June, 
a Senate bill was introduced that would 
have allowed the FBI to access Internet 
records — including browser histories and 
e-mail metadata — without a warrant or a 
court order. As of this writing, the bill has 
failed — by one vote — to be cleared for 
a full vote, but political arm-twisting is ex- 
pected, and the bill may yet see the light of 
day. Of course, encryption would protect 
Americans from that snooping. 

With or without the passage of legislation, 
Comey is not ready to throw in the towel. 
Reuters reported that he said there will be 
more litigation over encryption, which he 
called the “essential tradecraft’ of terrorists. 

So while there is a momentary lull in 
the battle, the Crypto Wars are far from 
over. Rather than breathe a deep sigh of 
relief as was done in the 1990s, concerned 
Americans need to continue fighting back. 
There is little doubt that this brief victory 
is due to the demands of ordinary, every- 
day Americans who refused to fall for the 
public-relations smear campaign against 
encryption. By continuing to demand 
more and more of the very technology that 
the surveillance hawks would deny them, 
Americans have held the hawks at bay. At 
least for now. 
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Why Wyden? 


Is this politician for me? As part of a series of articles, we give the backgrounds and voting 
records of some noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 election. 


by Charles Scaliger 


hen he was first elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1995, Oregon 
Democrat Ron Wyden pledged 


to his constituents that he would hold a 
town hall meeting in every county of Or- 
egon, every year that he served as senator. 
Visiting with his constituents in all 36 of 
Oregon’s counties every single year is a 
steep commitment. Yet Wyden has been 
as good as his word, and as of the first of 
June had attended 773 town hall meetings 
in every part of Oregon, from the deserts 
of the east to the rugged Pacific coast. 
Oregon is not only diverse in land- 
scapes; its politics have long pitted the 
liberal Democrat interests of Portland and 
Eugene against the conservative ranch- 
ers and farmers who populate much of 
the rest of the state. Whatever outsiders 
may think, Wyden has obviously found a 
recipe for winning statewide elections. He 
has served in the Senate for 21 years, and 
as of this writing his seat appears safe for 
this fall. Yet his constituents — both lib- 
eral and conservative — should ask them- 
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selves, “Why Wyden?” And their answer 
should be based on a good understanding 
of how he actually votes in Washington, 
not just his rhetoric. 

Unlike many of his higher-profile Sen- 
ate colleagues, Wyden is not generally a 
household name outside of Oregon and the 
Beltway. But the man characterized by the 
political information website On the Is- 
sues as a “hard core liberal,” and who, for 
the current Congress, has earned a measly 
seven percent rating on The New Ameri- 
can’s Freedom Index, has contributed 
enormously to the advancement of nearly 
every modern liberal cause, from social- 
ized medicine to same-sex “marriage.” 
While Wyden characterizes himself as “an 
independent voice for Oregonians and the 
nation,” only seldom in his long political 
career has he deviated significantly from 
liberal Democratic orthodoxy. 

Ronald Lee Wyden was born in 1949 
in Wichita, Kansas, to parents who had 
fled Nazi Germany. He grew up in Cali- 
fornia and was an accomplished athlete, 
attending UC-Santa Barbara on a bas- 
ketball scholarship before finishing his 


undergraduate work at Stanford in 1971. 
Three years later, he earned his JD from 
the University of Oregon School of Law, 
and decided to become an Oregonian per- 
manently. 

Wyden now lives in Portland, and has 
a total of five children, two of whom 
are from his first wife. His current wife, 
Nancy (née Bass), is a co-owner of Man- 
hattan’s famous Strand Bookstore. 

In 1980, when he was just 31, Wyden 
ran for the House of Representatives 
for the first time and was elected in Or- 
egon’s heavily Democratic Third District 
for the first of seven straight elections. 
He was still serving there in 1995 when 
Oregon Republican Senator Bob Pack- 
wood resigned in the second-most notori- 
ous Washington sex scandal of the ’90s. 
Wyden decided to run for the open seat, 
and narrowly defeated his Republican 
rival Gordon Smith for the Senate seat he 
has held ever since. 

Wyden has served in a number of lead- 
ership capacities in Congress, including 
most recently as chair of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee from 2014 to 2015, and 
ranking minority member from 2015 to 
the present. He is also the ranking member 
of the Finance Committee’s Subcommit- 
tee on International Trade, Customs, and 
Global Competitiveness. 

Over the last 21 years, Wyden has sel- 
dom broken ranks with the Democratic 
establishment, but those occasions when 
he has done so are noteworthy. On “free 
trade,” for example, he was one of only 
a handful of Democrats to vote in favor 
of the Central America Free Trade Agree- 
ment (CAFTA) in 2005. In 2006, he was 
one of only 10 senators who voted against 
reauthorization of the Patriot Act, and in 
March of 2013, he joined Republican Sen- 
ator Rand Paul’s filibuster to block voting 
on the confirmation of John Brennan as 
director of the CIA. Wyden, who opposes 
the use of drones against American citi- 
zens, said at the time, “Mr. President, what 
it comes down to is every American has 
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the right to know when their government 
believes that it is allowed to kill them.” 


Diehard Leftist 

Such exceptions aside, Wyden can usu- 
ally be found at the forefront of whatever 
radical social or economic agenda item 
the Democratic Party is pushing. Case 
in point: Way back in 1995, Candidate 
Wyden became the first Senate candidate 
(and, after his election, senator) to public- 
ly support same-sex “marriage.” He was 
one of only 14 senators to oppose the De- 
fense of Marriage Act (DOMA) in 1996, 
a radical stance for a bill that was passed 
overwhelmingly by both houses and 
signed into law by Democratic President 
Bill Clinton. So ardent an advocate of 
homosexual rights has Wyden been that 
he actually appeared in the Senate two 
days before undergoing surgery for pros- 
tate cancer in December 2010 to vote in 
favor of the repeal of the military’s long- 


standing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy 
regarding homosexuals in uniform. That 
these positions seem positively main- 
stream by today’s political standards is a 
testament, not to Senator Wyden’s fore- 
sight, but to the degree to which America 
has embraced the most radical elements 
of the leftist program over the course of 
a single generation. 

Wyden is also one of the most pro-abor- 
tion members of Congress, as attested by 
his vote against the Partial Birth Abortion 
Ban Act of 2003 — an act that was signed 
into law by President George W. Bush. He 
has also voted repeatedly in favor of fed- 
eral funding for fetal stem-cell research. 
On August 3, 2015, Wyden voted against 
a motion to advance S. 1881, a measure 
that would have cut off federal funding 
for Planned Parenthood in the wake of 
revelations that the abortion provider ac- 
tually traffics in human body parts “har- 
vested” from aborted fetuses. Small won- 
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Defending, not defunding: Senator Wyden discusses the attempt to defund Planned Parenthood 
with pro-abortion constituents and Planned Parenthood defenders at a news conference 
in Oregon last September. Wyden has been one of the most ardent defenders of abortion 


throughout his political career. 
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der that Wyden consistently receives near 
100-percent favorable ratings from the 
pro-abortion groups NARAL and Planned 
Parenthood, and a near zero rating from 
the National Right to Life Committee. 

On gun rights, Wyden is among the 
most consistent enemies of the Second 
Amendment in Washington. He voted to 
renew the infamous “assault weapons ban” 
enacted in 1994, which expired 10 years 
later. He is also in favor of essentially un- 
limited liability for firearms dealers and 
manufacturers, and has pushed for stricter 
background checks for gun purchases. 

One of his long-standing signature is- 
sues being socialized medicine, Wyden 
has been a supporter of ObamaCare, al- 
though he has at least given lip service to 
a more free-market (but withal unconstitu- 
tional) approach to government-controlled 
healthcare. In 2009, Wyden sponsored the 
Healthy Americans Act, which would have 
created a nationwide network of “private” 
insurance overseen by the federal govern- 
ment, a less in-your-face version of the na- 
tionalized healthcare legislation that ulti- 
mately went into effect. In 2011 and 2012, 
he attracted negative scrutiny from fellow 
Democrats, including President Obama, 
for working with Congressman Paul Ryan 
to try to develop a semi-privatized version 
of Medicare. But having failed to institute 
his own version of socialized medicine, 
Wyden has become a fervent partisan sup- 
porter of ObamaCare, and has opposed ef- 
forts to reform or abolish it. For example, 
in April 2015, Wyden voted against an 
amendment to H.R. 2 (the Medicare Ac- 
cess and CHIP Reauthorization Act of 
2015) that would have ended the hated 
“individual mandate” component of 
ObamaCare that requires all Americans 
to have health insurance, or be subject to 
hefty penalties. 


Couple of Inconsistencies 

In foreign policy, Wyden’s record has 
been more of a mixed bag. To his ever- 
lasting credit, he was one of 23 senators 
to oppose authorization of military force 
in Iraq in 2002. At the time, he made the 
following comments on the floor of the 
Senate: 


Saddam Hussein is the bad actor here 


and the United States of America is 
the good actor. I believe the autho- 
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Healthcare hobbyist: Senator Wyden 


rization of a unilateral preemptive 
military attack based on the informa- 
tion now available will cause much 
of the world, unfortunately, to lose 
sight of this reality. This perception 
in a region racked by poverty and al- 
ready marked by a deep mistrust in 
American foreign policy could foster 
decades, possibly even centuries of 
undeserved hatred of our great Na- 
tion that will threaten our children 
and our grandchildren.... I reached 
the conclusion that pursuit of a first- 
strike war, absent any credible sign 
Saddam Hussein is preparing to wage 
war against our Nation or other na- 
tions, will leave this Nation less se- 
cure than before.... It is the sacred 
duty of the Senate to focus and act 
upon the long-term interests of our 
beloved Nation. Saddam Hussein 
is an extremely dangerous and ex- 
tremely despicable man. Time and 
again, he has demonstrated that to his 
enemies, as well as his own people. 
He lives in a part of the world where 
there is no shortage of dangerous and 
despicable men who pose a threat to 
the security of the United States. In 
my service on the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, I have not seen satisfac- 
tory evidence he is any more despi- 
cable than the threat presented by 
Hamas, Hezbollah, and Iran. 


While Wyden’s misgivings proved por- 
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(shown here with then-Health and Human Services 
Secretary Kathleen Sebelius) has been one of Washington’s earliest and most vocal proponents of 
socialized medicine, and for years sought to create his own healthcare reform legislation. When 
ObamaCare was passed, he immediately became one of its staunchest defenders. 


tentous, his position on American inter- 
ventionism appears to have been moti- 
vated more by partisan loyalties than by 
principled opposition to foreign entangle- 
ments. When fellow Democrats Barack 
Obama and Hillary Clinton resolved to 
launch an offensive war against Libya 
in 2011 to oust another odious Middle 
Eastern tyrant, Senator Wyden gave them 
his support, calling the Libyan Civil War 
a “humanitarian crisis.” He stressed that 
he was supporting the “international ef- 
fort” — which is the real issue. For Big 
Government cheerleaders such as Wyden, 
unilateral United States warmongering, as 
in Iraq in 2003, is viewed as reprehensible 
— but war waged with the imprimatur of 
the UN or NATO is acceptable, because it 
strengthens the precedent for the coalesc- 
ing military arm of global government. 
As for Iraq and Libya, the outcomes have 
been virtually identical, despite differing 
means. Both countries had their tyrannical 
rulers ousted by foreign military powers 
and have since descended into sectarian 
and tribal turmoil, with robust factions of 
both al-Qaeda and ISIS wreaking havoc 
on the ground and launching terrorist ac- 
tions beyond their respective borders. 
The fact that Iraq’s Saddam was deposed 
primarily by a U.S. invasion and Libya’s 
Gadhafi by an international coalition has 
made no difference to the wretched citi- 
zens in Benghazi and Baghdad, who are 
alike caught in the anarchic aftermath with 
no resolution in sight. 
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Passifying Possible Opponents 
Wyden’s stances on environmental is- 
sues have been somewhat contradictory. 
Wyden is, after all, from a state where 
logging and spotted owls are hot-button 
concerns, and, although he certainly is 
much more radical environmentalist than 
not, he has adroitly managed to placate 
his constituents by taking a more nuanced 
approach to environmental issues that af- 
fect Oregonians directly. For example, 
Wyden’s “Eastside Forest Plan” in 2009 
sought to forge a compromise between 
logging interests and environmentalists 
determined to preserve old-growth coni- 
fer forests in the eastern Cascades. The 
plan contemplated doubling the amount 
of timber harvested from six National 
Forests in the Cascades — but imposed 
significant restrictions on loggers, such as 
requiring that only trees with trunks less 
than 21 inches in diameter be cut. On the 
other hand, Wyden voted against funding 
for more roads in national forests, in both 
1997 and 1999 — roads that would, of 
course, give lumber companies access to 
more timber. 

Wyden also cosponsored a resolution 
at the UN’s 2002 World Summit on Sus- 
tainable Development, a resolution that 
urged the support of Agenda 21 and the 
Rio Declaration on the Environment and 
Development, as well as efforts to combat 
alleged global warming and support re- 
newable energy resources. The resolution 
was a radical environmentalist’s wish list, 
and Wyden’s cosponsorship places him in 
the ideological company of eco-extremists 
everywhere. In recognition of this, the 
League of Conservation Voters (LCV) has 
awarded Wyden with an 89 percent ap- 
proval ranking. 

Nor has Wyden’s environmental ardor 
diminished with the passage of time. Last 
November, Wyden gave his support to a 
pair of environmental initiatives aimed at 
vastly increasing the illegitimate regulatory 
authority of the federal government in the 
name of environmental protection. The first 
of these, the Joint Resolution S.J. Res. 22, 
expressed Senate disapproval of the recent- 
ly submitted “Waters of the United States” 
(WOTUS) rule, which would expand EPA 
authority to virtually any body of water 
larger than a mud puddle; although the 
resolution passed on a November 4 vote, 
Wyden opposed it. On November 17, the 
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Senate voted on the Joint Resolution S.J. 
Res. 24, which would express disapproval 
of and nullify the EPA’s “Carbon Pollution 
Emission Guidelines for Existing Station- 
ary Sources: Electric Utility Generating 
Units,” promulgated last October. These 
guidelines set differing carbon emissions 
guidelines for each state, along with reduc- 
tions goals by 2030, a set of mandates that 
would amount to yet another crippling layer 
of regulations to be imposed on homes and 
businesses, all in the name of combatting 
global warming. Once again, the measure 
passed the Senate, and once again, Wyden 
voted against it. 

On trade, Wyden has generally come 
down on the side of the internationalists 
who favor dilution of American sovereign- 
ty in order to facilitate the rise of regional 
trading blocs. As we have noted, he sup- 
ported CAFTA (in 2005), and he also sup- 
ported the ratification of NAFTA a decade 
earlier. Last year, he also sided with a ma- 
jority of senators to extend Trade Promo- 
tion Authority (TPA) to President Obama. 
TPA enhances presidential negotiating au- 


thority for trade agreements, and greatly 
increases the likelihood that the United 
States will be committed to sovereignty- 
sapping trade agreements such as the pro- 
posed Trans-Pacific Partnership and other 
regional trading blocs. 

On fiscal and economic issues, Wyden’s 
record has been inconsistent. In the matter 
of the gargantuan bailouts passed during 
both the Bush and Obama administrations 
in response to the Great Recession, for 
example, Wyden opposed Bush’s bailout 
but supported Obama’s. Wyden stands 
out among his Democratic colleagues for 
having a less ravenous appetite for raising 
taxes, but his opposition seems to be based 
more on perceived inefficiencies in the ex- 
isting tax system than dislike of taxes on 
principle. This is why, on the one hand, 
Wyden has championed lowering capital 
gains tax rates (a highly unusual posture 
for any elected Democrat), reforming 
estate taxes, banning Internet taxes, and 
even requiring a three-fifths majority vote 
to raise taxes — but voted against the 
Bush tax cuts of 2001 and 2003. 
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A liberal’s liberal: Ron Wyden has been, with very few exceptions, a doctrinaire establishment 
liberal and a virtual ideological clone of the likes of Hillary Clinton. Should Clinton become 
president, he will doubtless be on many short lists for Cabinet appointments. 


20 


6 Ua 


AP Images 


Tax and Spend; Spend and Tax 

Despite his occasional fits of fiscal pru- 
dence where taxation is concerned, Wyden 
is as much a devotee of Big Government 
spending as any of his liberal Democratic 
colleagues. Last October 30, a date that will 
surely be remembered as one of the most 
shameful in America’s fiscal history, the 
Senate voted in favor of H.R. 1314, which 
suspended the national debt limit entirely 
until March 15, 2017, and provided for the 
reinstatement of a debt limit equaling what- 
ever the debt happens to be at that time. 
This legislation is blameworthy on many 
counts: It represents perhaps the final con- 
gressional abdication of fiscal responsibili- 
ty that saw first the abandonment of regular 
federal budgets and their replacement with 
a series of haphazard “continuing resolu- 
tions” to keep the government funded every 
time money ran out. Since 2007, the federal 
government has been run almost entirely 
on such resolutions, for which the only re- 
straint on spending was the “debt ceiling.” 
Now, Congress refuses even to submit itself 
to that authority, and, with H.R. 1314, man- 
aged to emancipate itself from all remain- 
ing checks on its own profligacy. Senator 
Wyden was one of 64 Senators who helped 
to pass H.R. 1314. 

Senator Ron Wyden has proven en- 
duringly popular with his Oregon con- 
stituency, but his long tenure in the Sen- 
ate — likely to be increased by another 
six-year term this fall, if polling data has 
any reliability — has been as calamitous 
for constitutional limited government as 
it has been serendipitous for the radical 
Left. Wyden has long staked out radical 
positions on social issues such as same- 
sex “marriage” far to the Left of most of 
his colleagues, and must be accounted one 
of the chief legislative moving forces for 
the advancement of the modern counter- 
culture. Like his colleagues (including 
many establishment Republicans), Wyden 
is a reliable internationalist, environmen- 
talist, and all-around big spender. Though 
he markets himself as a deal-maker and 
conciliator, his record has mostly been of 
deals that significantly advance the Left’s 
social and political agenda. If the United 
States is ever to return to some semblance 
of fiscal sanity and limited constitutional 
government, the likes of Ron Wyden will 
need to be shown to the electoral exit 
someday soon. 
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Is Gridlock 
Really a Bad Thing? 


Gridlock, we are informed regularly by 
media and political leaders alike, is the 
worst of all government deficiencies. When 
politicians fail to achieve consensus, bills 
get tabled, legislation gets voted down 
by entrenched opposing interests, and ink 
flows from the presidential veto pen, frus- 
trating the progress of good government. 
That, at least, is the version of events popu- 
larized by the political class and their court 
apologists. What is needed, we are told, is 
an end to gridlock and a new era of biparti- 
san cooperation in passing reams of back- 
logged legislation for a nation in sore need 
of efficient, responsive leadership. 

“Gridlock,” of course, is a modern term, 
a political metaphor suggestive of the traffic 
jams that clog the Beltway every morning 
and evening. Gridlock around all our major 
cities is certainly a great impediment to pro- 
ductivity. It costs businesses untold millions 
in lost time to have employees stranded in 
hours-long commutes. In government, too, 
metaphoric gridlock has become a watch- 
word for inefficiency. But at the time of the 
Founding, gridlock was known by another 
term: checks and balances. 

Government is a very different type of 
enterprise from business. Its purpose is 
to exercise power — not to make money, 
produce consumer goods, or even meet 
the satisfaction of a customer base. Left to 
its own devices, government seeks to ex- 
pand, consolidate, and monopolize power. 
It produces laws that are enforced by mag- 
istrates, and can only respond to a crisis 
or problem in one way: by passing more 
laws and regulations. And every new law 
or regulation amounts to an increase, how- 
ever incremental, of government power. 

To understand government, it is vital to 
understand the nature of political power. It 
can be considered benign only when exer- 
cised in defense of liberty and God-given 
rights. But wielded even by the best of 
men, it tends to corrupt. In the same way 
that a faithful husband and father may be 
tempted to stray at the sight of a beautiful, 
provocatively clad woman, so too men of 
the best professed intentions are forever 
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tempted to abuse any power over others 
that they may be entrusted with. The rea- 
son is that almost all of us suffer in some 
degree with what the economist Friedrich 
Hayek called the “Little God” syndrome 
— that is, we have a desire to force others 
to be and behave as we think they should, 
rather than as they think they should. We 
are quick to judge the choices of others, 
and quick to condemn and covet what we 
regard as the ill-gotten gains of those who 
are wealthier or more successful than we 
are. And too often, we are tempted to use 
the coercive power of government to right 
the wrongs we see in others. 

This tendency to abuse power — to re- 
mold the world “nearer to the heart’s de- 
sire,” in the words of the poet — being al- 
most universal, it is important to constitute 
government in such a way as to limit the 
potential for harm. But how? 

The Founders employed three strate- 
gies to limit the power of government. 
One was to divide the powers of the gov- 
ernment — executive, judicial, and leg- 
islative — into three separate branches, 
as recommended by the political philoso- 
pher Montesquieu. This is called — aptly 
enough — the separation of powers. It is 
the reason the Constitution created an 
executive branch (presided over by the 
president), a legislative branch (which 
was further subdivided into two cham- 
bers, the House and the Senate), and a ju- 
dicial branch, consisting of the Supreme 
Court and subordinate federal courts. 

The second means of limiting the power 
of government was to put in place the sys- 
tem of checks and balances already men- 
tioned. The Constitution is rife with such 
devices, as for example the fact that the 
president can veto any bill sent to him by 
Congress — but Congress can override his 
veto by a two-thirds majority vote. The 
Supreme Court can rule on both law and 
case — but Congress can limit its appel- 
late jurisdiction. The president can nomi- 
nate ambassadors, Cabinet officials, and 
Supreme Court justices — but they can 
be rejected by Congress. And so forth. It 
is checks and balances such as these that 
make it so hard for legislation to be passed 
and executive nominees to be confirmed, 
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creating the appearance of inefficiency. 
But it is this same inefficiency that makes 
it much more difficult for bad laws to be 
enacted or usurpation of power to occur. 

The third means of limiting govern- 
ment power was to divide it vertically, or 
in other words, to parcel it out among fed- 
eral, state, and local authorities. This sys- 
tem, the most important innovation of the 
Founding Fathers, is called federalism. It 
means that the federal government is only 
to have authority over matters enumerated 
in the Constitution; all others fall under the 
purview of state and local governments (or 
are not subject to any government control), 
as the 10th Amendment makes clear. The 
federal government being the creation of 
the separate states and their state govern- 
ments, it follows that the states are in fact 
superior in authority to the federal govern- 
ment (de jure if not, in our time, de facto). 
This is why many states put up robust 
resistance to federal government activity 
that they view as unjust or exceeding the 
boundaries of proper federal authority. 

Federalism, the separation of powers, 
and checks and balances all add up to a 
government in which cooperation and 
consensus are difficult. Yet despite all of 
this, the federal government has managed 
to grow to gargantuan proportions. How 
has this happened? 

Most government expansion has taken 
place through usurpation, or avoiding the 
legal and constitutional way that legislative 
affairs should be conducted. For one thing, 
it is now customary for government to raise 
money by issuing debt via the Treasury and 
the Federal Reserve system instead of by 
direct taxation. For another, most of the 
laws that now control Americans are not 
passed by elected legislators but by unelect- 
ed bureaucrats. We call such laws “regula- 
tions” and punish people for violating them 
— yet the Constitution does not authorize 
Congress to delegate its legislative author- 
ity to executive branch regulators, as it has 
done over the last few decades. 

Gridlock is our most important bulwark 
against repressive government — which is 
why our leaders revile it and why citizens 
should welcome it. 

—Charles Scaliger 
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A Congressional Scorecard Based on the U.S. Constitution 


Beating back abuse: With the EPA regularly threatening 
landowners, such as Andy Johnson of Wyoming, with fines of 
more than $30,000 per day for not obeying its edicts — even 
edicts that make zero environmental sense — the U.S. House 
of Representatives tried to scale back new claimed authority 
by the EPA. The EPA is essentially claiming authority to 


regulate even puddles and ditch water. 
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About This Index 


¢ G6’ [he Freedom Index: A Congressional Scorecard Based on the 
US. Constitution” rates congressmen based on their adherence 
to constitutional principles of limited government, fiscal responsibility, 
national sovereignty, and a traditional foreign policy of avoiding foreign 
entanglements. To learn how any representative or senator voted on the 
key measures described herein, look him or her up in the vote charts. 
The scores are derived by dividing a congressman’s constitutional 
votes (pluses) by the total number he cast (pluses and minuses) and 
multiplying by 100. The average House score for this index (votes 
21-30) is 45 percent, and the average Senate score is 32 percent. In 
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Our third look at the 114th Congress shows 
how every member of the House and Sen- 
ate voted on key issues such as federal 
funding of Planned Parenthood (House), 
the use of military force (House), and au- 
diting the Federal Reserve (Senate). 


House Vote Descriptions 


2 Waters of the United States. 

This legislation (Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 22) would provide for congressional 
disapproval of the “waters of the United 
States” (WOTUS) rule submitted by the 
Corps of Engineers and the EPA. Under 
the proposed rule, former Representative 
Steve Southerland (R-Fla.) noted, “Fed- 
eral agencies like the EPA and the Army 
Corps of Engineers would see their regula- 
tory authority under the Clean Water Act 
drastically expanded, to the point of cover- 
ing almost any body of water throughout 
America, from ditches to culverts to pipes 
to watersheds to farmland ponds.” 

The House passed S. J. Res. 22 on Janu- 
ary 13, 2016 by a vote of 253 to 166 (Roll 
Call 45). We have assigned pluses to the 
yeas because both federal water regula- 
tions and the EPA are unconstitutional, 
and if the rule were to be allowed to go 
into effect, activities such as farming and 
real estate development would be greatly 
hampered, since farmers and developers 
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the House, five representatives earned 100 percent; in the Senate, two 
scored 90 percent. We encourage readers to examine how their own 
congressmen voted on each of the 10 key measures, as well as overall. 
We also encourage readers to commend legislators for their constitu- 
tional votes and to urge improvement where needed. 

This is our third index for the 114th Congress. Our first index (votes 
1-10) for the current Congress appeared in our July 20, 2015 issue, and 
our second index (votes 11-20) appeared in our January 25, 2016 issue. 
An online version of the “Freedom Index” is also available (click on 
“Freedom Index” at TheNewAmerican.com). li 
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114th CONGRESS, Votes 21-30 


House Vote Scores 


Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
ALABAMA 
1 Byrne (R) 70% + + + + - + + - = + 69% 
2 Roby (R) WS 6 ee Hoe 2 
3 Rogers, MikeD.(R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 69% 
4 Aderholt (R) TORS ce oe de bod =e os AM 
5 Brooks, M. (R) 90% + + + + + + + - + + 83% 
6 Palmer (R) Si 2 £ & h me ek A 
7 Sewell (D) 20% + - - - = ee 2 11% 
ALASKA 
AL Young, D. (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 68% 
ARIZONA 
1 Kirkpatrick (D) W% - - - ? - - = ee 15% 
2 McSally (R) WORS de db db ok = fod oe = & (0% 
3, Grijalva (D) uw% - - - -? - - te 25% 
4 Gosar (R) 89% + + + + ? + + - + + 89% 
5 Salmon (R) 15% + + + + - + 2? 2? =~ + 75% 
6 Schweikert (R) Gs gb dh oe Bod TIS 
7 Gallego, Ruben (D) 0% - - - = = - eee = 13% 
8 Franks (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 77% 
9 Sinema (D) 10% - - - = = t+ - = = = 20% 
ARKANSAS 
1 Crawford (R) WOR de ede od oe sR 
2 Hill (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 63% 
3 Womack (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 
4 Westerman (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 67% 
CALIFORNIA 
1 LaMalfa (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 70% 
2 Huffman (D) 10% - - - = a 17% 
3, Garamendi (D) 20% + - - - = - + - = 21% 
4 McClintock (R) 90% + + + + + + + - + + 75% 
5 Thompson,M.(D) 11% - - - - - 0 Bane ae Be 11% 
6 Matsui (D) 11% #? - - = - ee 14% 
7 Bera (D) 0% - - - - - Sa eO ee Se 3% 
8 Cook (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 62% 
9 McNerney (D) 10% - - - - - ee 13% 
10 Denham (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 53% 
11 DeSaulnier (D) 10% = = = = = a 13% 
12 Pelosi (D) 0% - - - - = 2 - = 2 - 14% 
13 Lee, B. (D) 1 = = es 25% 
14 Speier (D) 0% +j- - - - = - ee ee 15% 
15 Swalwell (D) 0% - - - - - yt) jel ees 14% 
16 Costa (D) 33% + - - - ? # = = = + 21% 
17 Honda (D) 10% - - - - - a 17% 
18 Eshoo (D) 10% - - - = = ee 14% 
19 Lofgren (D) 1%. = Ss = 8 a 15% 
20 Farr (D) W% - - - - - - = + = 2? 7% 
21 Valadao (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 53% 
22 Nunes (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 
23 McCarthy (R) WS dd ob os bob es = & (0% 
24 Capps (D) 11% - - - - ? - 5 +t = = 11% 
25 Knight (R) UM PR we Boge GK 
26 Brownley (D) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 13% 
27 Chu (D) 10% - - - = - a 21% 
28 Schiff (D) 10% - - - = = en 17% 
29 Cardenas (D) 138% - - - - - pe ee 18% 
30 Sherman (D) 0% j- - - - = - ee ee 10% 
31 Aguilar (D) 0% - - - - = - = = = = 10% 
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Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
32 Napolitano (D) 10% - - - - - a 14% 
33 Lieu (D) 20% ¢ = = F F te Oe te 2 30% 
34 Becerra (D) 11% - - ? - - a 24% 
35 Torres (D) 0% = = - = 2 ee 10% 
36 Ruiz (D) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 7% 
37 Bass (D) Wy = = = 7 & a 21% 
38 Sanchez,Linda(D) 11% - - - - - - = + = ? 17% 
39 Royce (R) GM oe ok bod oo ob HIM 
40 Roybal-Allard (D) 10% - - - - - - = + = = 14% 
41 Takano (D) 10% - - - = = ee 23% 
42. Calvert (R) 70% + + + + - + + - = + 57% 
43, Waters (D) 11% - - - - - - = + - 2? 29% 
44 Hahn (D) W% - - - - = - = + - 2? 21% 
45 Walters (R) (7M eb ow = hod = = 2 GEM 
46 Sanchez, Loretta(D) 0% - - - ? - ee fe 13% 
47 Lowenthal (D) 10% - - - - - - = + - - 20% 
48 Rohrabacher (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 90% 
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would be subject to increased unconsti- 
tutional permit requirements and fines 
concerning their treatment of almost any 
“body of water,” no matter how small. 
2 ObamaCare. This legislation 
(H.R. 3762) would repeal signifi- 
cant portions of the 2010 ObamaCare law 
and eliminate federal funding for Planned 
Parenthood for one year. According to 
Representative Tom Cole (R-Okla.) in a 
speech in the House of Representatives, 
January 6, 2016, this bill “does [four] 
important things: it repeals the individual 
mandate, eliminates the employer man- 
dates, eliminates the taxes on prescription 
drugs and medical devices, and it places a 
moratorium on taxpayer funding to abor- 
tion providers.” 

On February 2, 2016, the House voted 
241 to 186 to override President Obama’s 
veto of this legislation (Roll Call 53). The 
override attempt failed since a two-thirds 
majority vote is required to override a 
veto. We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
because the federal government has no 
constitutional authority to require individ- 
uals to purchase health insurance, to man- 
age the healthcare industry, or to provide 
funds to organizations that terminate the 
lives of the preborn. 


re a Coal Power Plant Emis- 
sion Standards. This bill (H.R. 
3797) would ease emission requirements 
imposed on power plants that generate af- 
fordable energy from coal-mining refuse. 
Specifically, H.R. 3797 would provide 
additional sulfur dioxide emission alloca- 
tions for refuse coal power plants under 
the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
Cross-State Air Pollution Rule, and it 
would also provide these plants with 
alternative means to comply with the 
EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxics Standards 
(MATS) rule. The bill’s sponsor, Repre- 
sentative Keith Rothfus (R-Pa.), said in a 
news release the day of the vote that this 
legislation would “allow for the continued 
viability of coal refuse-to-energy firms” 
that may not otherwise be able to comply 
with EPA regulations. 

The House passed H.R. 3797 on March 
15, 2016 by a vote of 231 to 183 (Roll Call 
123). We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
not only because H.R. 3797 would ease 
emissions regulations threatening the vi- 
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ability of refuse coal power plants, which 
benefit the environment by utilizing coal- 
mining byproduct as an energy source, 
but also because the federal government 
has no constitutional authority to regulate 
plant emissions to begin with. 


PA Action on Immigra- 
tion. This measure (House Reso- 
lution 639) would authorize the speaker of 
the house to appear as an amicus curiae 
(aka “friend of the court”) in the case of 
United States, et al. v. Texas, et al., “and 
to file a brief in support of the position that 
the [Obama administration has] acted in 
a manner that is not consistent with [its] 
duties under the Constitution and laws of 
the United States.” This case was brought 
by 26 states against the Obama adminis- 
tration for its November 2014 executive 
actions that would defer deportation and 
provide work permits for illegal immi- 
grants. Representative Ted Poe (R-Texas) 
explained the essence of the case in a 
speech in the House of Representatives 
on March 17, 2016: “This unprecedented, 
unilateral action by the executive branch 
was a nullification of immigration law of 
the United States. And it was not done by 
Congress. It was done by administrative 
edict that came from the White House.... 
So what value is the law or the Constitu- 
tion if the executive, who is supposed to 
enforce the law — not make it, as we all 
learned in ninth grade civics — sends out 


a memo saying it will no longer enforce 
the law?” 

The House adopted H. Res. 639 on 
March 17, 2016 by a vote of 234 to 186 
(Roll Call 129). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because it is constitutionally 
exemplary for the House of Representa- 
tives to take legal action to uphold Con- 
gress’ sole authority to legislate regarding 
naturalization and to make the point that 
the executive branch has the duty to en- 
force the laws made by Congress. 

2 Global Food Security Strategy. 

This bill (H.R. 1567) would require 
the president to coordinate development 
and implementation of a global food secu- 
rity strategy, and would authorize approxi- 
mately $1 billion for fiscal 2017 to imple- 
ment portions of the strategy that relate to 
the State Department and the U.S. Agency 
for International Development (USAID). 

The House passed H.R. 1567 on April 
12, 2016 by a vote of 370 to 33 (Roll Call 
139). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because feeding the world is not a proper 
responsibility of the U.S. government. No- 
where in the U.S. Constitution is there any 
authorization for the federal government 
to feed the American people, let alone 
citizens of other countries. Furthermore, 
offering “aid” to impoverished countries 
is often a means to prop up dictators who 
will bend to the will of the wealthy coun- 
try in exchange for money. Such corrupt 


Prescription for progress: The House of Representatives tried to undo damage caused by 
ObamaCare by rolling back some of the most unpopular aspects of the law, including taxes on 
prescription medicines, but a presidential veto could not be overcome. 
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tulers have little regard for the welfare of 
their people, so the “aid” rarely finds its 
way to the people who need it most. 


P47 pearl Rate Regulation. 
This bill (H.R. 2666) would pro- 
hibit the Federal Communications Com- 
mission from regulating the rates Internet 
service providers charge their customers 
for broadband Internet service access. 
By regulating broadband rates, the FCC 
would not only be regulating the cost of 
accessing the Internet but would also be 
discouraging service providers, which 
would no longer be able to set their own 
prices, from investing in the Internet mar- 
ket. Bill sponsor Adam Kinzinger (R-III.) 
explained regarding his bill, “All we’re 
doing is taking back a little bit of power 
from the FCC and saying, look, let’s keep 
the Internet free-market.” 

The House passed H.R. 2666 on April 
15, 2016 by a vote of 241 to 173 (Roll 
Call 152). We have assigned pluses to the 
yeas because the Internet sector, like the 
broader economy, should be a free market, 
and the federal government has no consti- 
tutional authority to intrude. 


? AT peliiibaibeoeen Executive Orders. 
During consideration of the National 
Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4909), 
Representative John Fleming (R-La.) intro- 
duced an amendment that would prohibit 
the use of funds for President Obama’s ex- 
ecutive orders that require the Defense De- 
partment to meet “green” energy mandates 
and incorporate climate-change reviews 
in operations, acquisitions, and planning. 
Fleming noted in a statement the day after 
his amendment was voted on that the orders 
“require EPA bureaucrats and other politi- 
cal appointees to direct our military com- 
manders on how to run their installations 
and to purchase inefficient and expensive 
‘green’ technologies. This is despite readily 
available and often less expensive conven- 
tional fuels. Purchasing heavily subsidized 
Chevy Volts and prohibitive solar panels 
to satisfy the President’s climate change 
agenda represents the choice not to pro- 
vide our soldiers with needed training and 
equipment.” 

The House adopted Fleming’s amend- 
ment on May 18, 2016 by a vote of 227 
to 198 (Roll Call 209). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because Obama’s 
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Go anywhere, do anything: Obama is still using an Authorization for Use of Military Force 


T= in Rt 


granted to President George W. Bush to attack Afghanistan after 9/11 for new military operations 


today, which is, of course, unconstitutional. 


“green” and climate-change mandates for 
the military harm the U.S. military’s readi- 
ness to defend the United States. 
2 Use of Military Force. Dur- 
ing consideration of the National 
Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4909), 
Representative Barbara Lee (D-Calif.) 
introduced an amendment to repeal the 
Authorization for Use of Military Force 
(AUMF) that was enacted in 2001 for the 
purpose of authorizing U.S. military inter- 
vention in Afghanistan in the wake of the 
9/11 terror attacks. Since then, however, 
the AUMF has been invoked numerous 
times by the executive branch for U.S. 
military intervention not only in Afghani- 
stan but elsewhere. 

The House rejected Lee’s amendment 
on May 18, 2016 by a vote of 138 to 285 
(Roll Call 210). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because presidents have been 
able to claim broad authority to go to war 
whenever or wherever they choose under 
the AUMF, despite the fact that the Found- 
ing Fathers never intended for one man to 
make this decision, and under the Consti- 
tution only Congress may “declare war.” 
2 Energy. During consideration of 

the Energy-Water appropriations 
bill (H.R. 5055), Representative Ken Buck 
(R-Colo.) introduced an amendment that 
would eliminate funding for Energy De- 
partment energy efficiency and renewable 
energy activities, nuclear energy activities, 
and fossil energy research and develop- 


ment. The $3.5 billion in savings that would 
result from such cuts would be transferred 
to a spending reduction account. 

The House rejected Buck’s amendment 
on May 25, 2016 by a vote of 80 to 339 
(Roll Call 244). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because the federal government 
should not be in the business of subsidiz- 
ing energy production (which is unconsti- 
tutional), let alone picking “winners and 
losers” in the marketplace by propping 
up favored companies with grants and re- 
search money while others do not receive 


such help. 
3 Ozone Standards. This bill (H.R. 
4775) would delay implementation 
of the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
for ozone from 2017 to 2025. The new 
ozone standard, which was promulgated in 
2015, would lower allowable ozone levels 
from 75 parts per billion to 70 parts per 
billion. The day of the vote, the National 
Association of Manufacturers stated that 
by lowering the standard “at a time when 
states and manufacturers are still trying to 
meet the existing requirements, the admin- 
istration added another layer of red tape 
that will hold back job creation.” 

The House passed H.R. 4775 on June 
8, 2016 by a vote of 234 to 177 (Roll Call 
282). We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
because the federal government possesses 
no constitutional authority to set emission 
standards, ozone levels have been drop- 
ping anyway, and Americans need jobs. Ml 
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1 Zeldin (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 67% a 3 
2 King, P. (R) TT ae ae bok ee 57% 3, Lucas (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 55% 
3 Israel (D) ae eae Sere see 10% 4 Cole (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 
4 Rice, K. (D) ‘cee es So a ee 11% 5 Russell (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 66% 
5 Meeks (D) WWM 2 = 2 = = - - + - - 11% | OREGON 
6 Meng (D) 0% - - - - ? - o.o ele 15% 1 Bonamici (D) 10% - - - - - Se oc & 5 ¢ 13% 
7 Velazquez (D) 1 ee eee 17% 2 Walden (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 
8 Jeffries (D) W% - - - - - a ee nae 14% 3, Blumenauer (D) 10% - - - - - a 10% 
9 Clarke, Y. (D) WW <« ¢ 5» = = os t= 5 ROR 4 DeFazio (D) 1% - - - - 2? ee 
5 Schrader (D) 10% + - - - - 2S AS 25s 13% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” If a rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
PENNSYLVANIA 20 Castro (D) 144% - ? - - ? - = + 2 - 15% 
1 Brady, R. (D) 11% - - ? - - - = + = = 14% | 21 Smith, Lamar (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 67% 
2 Vacant 22 Olson (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 72% 
3 Kelly (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 63% | 23 Hurd (R) 70% + + + + - + + - = + 63% 
4 Perry (R) SM 2 oe a 4k Pe ee ee 24 Marchant (R) 67% + + + + - 2? + - - + 65% 
5 Thompson, G. (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 25 Williams (R) Hs Bo ow we ee OS. 
6 Costello (R) (5 4 4 4 A Hoe 2 2 SY 26 Burgess (R) 100% + + + + +4 + + + + + 83% 
7 Meehan (R) 60% + + + + - + - - - + 57% | 27 Farenthold (R) 90% + + + + + bf =e f & BBM 
8 Fitzpatrick (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 28 Cuellar (D) 30% + - + - - - = = = + = 32% 
9 Shuster (R) 70% + + + + - + + - = + 60% 29 Green, G. (D) 5 = = = = «= ee & es = DIM 
10 Marino (R) WOM, ee ee Fe ee ee nO 30 Johnson, E. (D) 0% = 2 ee. = a a ee 11% 
11 Barletta (R) 70% + + + + - + + - = + 62% 31 Carter, J. (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 59% 
12 Rothfus (R) WOR ds db ae os foe EO 32 Sessions, P. (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 67% 
13 Boyle (D) 0% - - - = = - - = = = 14% | 33 Veasey (D) 10% + - - - - - - = = = 17% 
14 Doyle (D) 10% - - - - - a 21% 34 Vela (D) 10% + - - - - - ee ee 17% 
15 Dent (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 53% | 35 Doggett (D) Sh 2 = 2 @ « poe & 6 = JGR 
16 Pitts (R) Sis 2 & & = Pe ee ee OSV 36 Babin (R) 67% + + 2? + - + + - - + 69% 
17 Cartwright (D) 0% 4 2 = 4 = se ee 20% | aa 
18 Murphy, T. (R) Wo Se) Ge ae ae Ee a OO 1 Bishop, R. (R) 0, f wb ak ee Re PY 
RHODE ISLAND 2 Stewart (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 75% 
1 Cicilline (D) 10% - - - - = a 20% 3 Chaffetz (R) 78% + + + ? - + + - + + 71% 
2 Langevin (D) (We = = = = = - ee ee 13% 4 Love (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 76% 
SOUTH CAROLINA VERMONT 
1 Sanford (R) 89% + + 2? + + + + + + - 79% AL Welch (D) 1096. =e ee See aera = 28% 
2 Wilson, J. (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 62% VIRGINIA 
3 Duncan, Jeff (R) 67% + + + + - 2? + - = + 81% 1 Wittman (R) 0% + + toe bok oe ek 73% 
4 Gowdy (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 79% 2 Rigel (R) Rie th ae os eee a eh = es SIR 
5 Mulvaney (R) 90% + + + + - + + + + + 90% 3 Scott, R. (D) 100% - - - - - 5 a) dee, te 17% 
6 Clyburn (D) L026 Rae ee ee pos ae ee 1% 4 Forbes (R) WES 2 & 4 ob od os = eh (Gay 
7 Rice, T. (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 67% 5 Hurt (R) 0% + + + 4 4 ee k (67% 
SOUTH DAKOTA 6 Goodlatte (R) 7 ae Bod Pf =  (O% 
AL Noem (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 70% 7 Brat (R) 90% + + + + + + + - + + 90% 
TENNESSEE 8 Beyer (D) 10% - - - - - a 10% 
1 Roe (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 74% 9 Griffith (R) 90% + + + + + + oe oS 71% 
2 Duncan, John(R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 90% 10 Comstock (R) OS as tp te fe ce ZO 
3, Fleischmann (R) 70% + + + + - + + - = + 66% | 11 Connolly (D) We 2 So = 8 Po- t= = 10% 
4 DesjJarlais (R) 78% + + + + - 2? + - + + 82% | WASHINGTON 
5 Cooper (D) 10% + - - - - - ee ee 10% 1 DelBene (D) 10% - - - =- - a 7% 
6 Black, D. (R) 75% + + + + - 2? + - + 2? 70% 2 Larsen, R. (D) 10% - - - - - a 7% 
7 Blackburn, M. (R) 78% + + 2? + - + + - + + 74% 3 Herrera Beutler (R) 80% + + ? + - eo 8) 63% 
8 Fincher (R) RS ge ed Po do. Y (KO 4 Newhouse (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 60% 
9 Cohen (D) 10% - - - - = - = + = = 14% 5 McMorris Rodgers (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 
TEXAS 6 Kilmer (D) 10% - - - - - a 7% 
1 Gohmert (R) 90% + + + + + + + - + + 90% 7 McDermott (D) Loess Sites a Sieve gies Rae st lial cls 17% 
2 Poe (R) 70% + + + + - + to - + 67% 8 Reichert (R) 50% + + + + - + - - = = 50% 
3 Johnson, S. (R) 88% + + + + - + 2? 2? + + 78% | 9 Smith, Adam (D) Oa eee 20% 
4 Ratcliffe (R) 90% + + + + + + + - + + 80% 10 Heck, D. (D) Oh ener i a 13% 
5 Hensarling (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 70% | WEST VIRGINIA 
6 Barton (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 62% 1 McKinley (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 73% 
7 Culberson (R) 80% + + + + + od eM 2 Mooney (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 87% 
8 Brady, K. (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 60% 3 Jenkins, E. (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 67% 
9 Green, A. (D) 10% - - - =- - a 17% WISCONSIN 
10 McCaul (R) 70% + + + + o + + - = + 67% 1 Ryan, P. (R) ? ? ? ae ? ? ? ? ? ? 58% 
11 Conaway (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 63% 2 Pocan (D) 1 eee Sele SS ee EW 
12 Granger (R) 78% + + + + - + + - 2? + 64% 3 Kind (D) 100% - - - - - ar eae 7% 
13 Thornberry (R) 70% + + + + - + + - - + 57% 4 Moore (D) 0 Ee ee Ss aa eat ee 21% 
14 Weber (R) 80% + + + + + t+ + - - + 70% 5 Sensenbrenner (R) 90% + + + + + + + - + + 73% 
15 Hinojosa (D) 0 es ee 0% 6 Grothman (R) QW de odh eT 
16 O'Rourke (D) W% 210% | Or DR) i a aes ee ee eR 
17 Flores (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 70% 8 Ribble (R) TM so oe Ab os & & GBR 
18 Jackson Lee (D) 10% - - - = = ee 14% 
19 Neugebauer (R) 80% + + + + - + + - + + 70% WYOMING 
AL Lummis (R) 78% + + + + ? + + - - + 79% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” If a rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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Senate rejects safety: Though a majority of senators wanted to require Syrian and Iraqi refugees to 
undergo a thorough vetting before admittance to America, fellow senators stymied their efforts. 


2 Federal Reserve Audit. The 

Federal Reserve Transparency Act 
(S. 2232) would “require a full audit of 
the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System and the Federal Reserve 
banks by the Comptroller General of 
the United States,” according to the text 
of the bill. “I think that it’s about time 
we pull back the curtain to uncover this 
cloak of secrecy once and for all,” Sena- 
tor Rand Paul (R-Ky.), the bill’s sponsor, 
noted. 

The Senate did not vote on S. 2232 
itself but on a motion to invoke cloture 
(and thus limit debate) so the bill could 
come up for a vote. The motion to in- 
voke cloture was rejected on January 12, 
2016 by a vote of 53 to 44 (Roll Call 2; a 
three-fifths majority of the entire Senate 
is required to invoke cloture). We have 
assigned pluses to the yeas because the 
Federal Reserve system, essentially a 
cartel of private banks functioning as a 
central bank, is unconstitutional and is 
responsible for much of the nation’s cur- 
rent financial problems via its control of 
money and credit. An audit of the Fed 
would shed light on its otherwise se- 
cretive practices and perhaps lead to its 
eventual abolishment. 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


a ae and Syrian Refugees. This 
bill (H.R. 4038) would require that 
before a Syrian or Iraqi refugee could be 
permitted to enter the United States the 
FBI director would have to certify that 
a background check had been performed 
that was sufficient to ascertain whether 
the refugee would be a security threat, 
and that the Homeland Security secretary, 
with the agreement of the FBI director and 
the director of national intelligence, would 
have to certify that the refugee would not 
be a security threat. 

The Senate did not vote on H.R. 4038 it- 
self but on a motion to invoke cloture (and 
thus limit debate) so the bill could come 
up for a vote. The motion to invoke clo- 
ture was rejected on January 20, 2016 by a 
vote of 55 to 43 (Roll Call 4; a three-fifths 
majority of the entire Senate is required to 
invoke cloture). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because Congress is authorized 
to protect each state against invasion. 

2 Waters of the United States. 

This measure (Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 22) would provide for congressional 
disapproval of the “waters of the United 
States” (WOTUS) rule submitted by the 
Corps of Engineers and the EPA. See 


Freedom Index $ 


House Vote 21 for more information on 
this bill. 

The Senate did not vote on S. J. Res. 
22 itself but on a motion to invoke clo- 
ture (and thus limit debate) so the measure 
could come up for a vote. The motion to 
invoke cloture was rejected on January 21, 
2016 by a vote of 52 to 40 (Roll Call 5; a 
three-fifths majority of the entire Senate 
is required to invoke cloture). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas. See House Vote 


21 for the reason why. 
2 National Monuments. During 
consideration of an energy policy 
bill (S. 2012), Senator Mike Lee (R-Utah) 
introduced an amendment specifying that 
national monuments declared by the pres- 
ident after the enactment of this amend- 
ment would expire after three years, ex- 
cept when the monuments are approved 
by federal and state law. 

The Senate rejected Lee’s amendment 
on February 2, 2016 by a vote of 47 to 48 
(Roll Call 10). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because U.S. presidents, in- 
cluding Obama, have established these 
national monuments through executive 
orders, thereby placing huge tracts of land 
off-limits to development, without the 
approval of either Congress or the states 


where the land is located. 
2 King Nomination. On Febru- 
ary 11, 2016, President Obama 
nominated John B. King to succeed Arne 
Duncan as secretary of education. Im- 
mediately prior to assuming leadership 
of the Department of Education, King 
served as deputy secretary of education. 
Before that, he served as commissioner 
of education of the state of New York, 
overseeing the New York State Educa- 
tion Department, from 2011 to 2015. 
The liberal Huffington Post describes 
King as a “fierce supporter of Common 
Core.” As commissioner, he supervised 
the implementation of the Common Core 
State Standards in New York. Senator 
Mike Lee (R-Utah) said about King, “He 
forced on an unwilling school system an 
unpopular Common Core curriculum and 
standards, inflexible testing regimes and 
a flawed teacher evaluation system.” 
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Senate Vote Scores VY 


Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 

ALABAMA MAINE 

Shelby (R) 56% + + + 2? + ee 83% Collins (R) 30% + + - + - - ee ee 40% 

Sessions, J. (R) 78% + + + + ? se os & £2 A BEM King, A. (1) 0% - - - - = - = 2 ee 13% 
ALASKA MARYLAND 

Murkowski (R) 50% + + + + + - ee ee 50% Mikulski (D) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 13% 

Sullivan (R) Gy + £ f OR ee 70% Cardin (D) 0% - - - - - - = 2 = 10% 
ARIZONA MASSACHUSETTS 

McCain (R) 44% + + + + ? - = eee 55% Warren (D) 0% j- - - - - - = eee 13% 

Flake (R) 89% + + + + ? + - + + + 82% Markey (D) 0% - - - - = 2s = = 2 17% 
ARKANSAS MICHIGAN 

Boozman (R) 60% + + + + + ee 73% Stabenow (D) 0% - - - - - - oe 2 ee 10% 

Cotton (R) (Gi & 2 k & A se os = & = JOM Peters, G. (D) OA 2 = = = « = 5 8 = & 10% 
CALIFORNIA MINNESOTA 

Feinstein (D) 0% - - - - = - = eee 7% Klobuchar (D) 0% - - - = = - = eee 13% 

Boxer (D) W% - = f = = Pe ee 17% Franken (D) 0% f= Soe 2 2 a 2p ee 14% 
COLORADO MISSISSIPPI 

Bennet (D) 0% - - - = = - 2 2 = e 10% Cochran (R) 40% + + + + - - ee ee 43% 

Gardner (R) 50% + + + - + a 63% Wicker (R) (G6 oo oak - = = + 63% 
CONNECTICUT MISSOURI 

Blumenthal (D) 0% - - - - = - eee 13% McCaskill (D) 0% - - - - = - eee 13% 

Murphy, C. (D) 0% - - - = = - = = = = 13% Blunt (R) 50% + + + + + - = = = = 59% 
DELAWARE MONTANA 

Carper (D) 0% - - - - = - 2 2 = e 7% Tester (D) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 23% 

Coons (D) M4 2 = DP 2s «2 > es = « = 7% Daines (R) Gi + 2 BP a & s 6 6 & = FM 
FLORIDA NEBRASKA 

Nelson (D) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 7% Fischer (R) 70% + + + + + - = + + - 73% 

Rubio (R) SI ce ee De es doe Hs FM Sasse (R) WS ee ee co os WI 
GEORGIA NEVADA 

Isakson (R) 50% + + + + + - = = = = 63% Reid, H. (D) 0% - - - - = - 5 eee 14% 

Perdue (R) (i & ob eR we =e 5 = & = TBM Heller (R) Ws 2 ob Re = 5 & & = GO% 
HAWAII NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Schatz (D) 0% - - - = = - 2 2 = e 10% Shaheen (D) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 7% 

Hirono (D) 0% +- - - - - - ee ee 13% Ayotte (R) 40% + + + - + - = 2 2 40% 
IDAHO NEW JERSEY 

Crapo (R) 70% + + + + + - = = + + 77% Menendez (D) 0% - - - - = - eee 13% 

Risch (R) 70% + + + + + - = = + + 77% Booker (D) 0% - - - - - - = 2 = - 10% 
ILLINOIS NEW MEXICO 

Durbin (D) 0% - - - - = 2 - - ee 14% Udall (D) 0% - - - - = - oe eee 17% 

Kirk (R) Sh 2 oe 2 = = Sy Heinrich (D) (hy = = = » = eo 5 8 6 17% 
INDIANA NEW YORK 

Coats (R) 44% 2 + + + 4+ - = = = = 48% Schumer (D) 0% - - - = = - eee 13% 

Donnelly (D) 10% - - + - - So 6 & = = 33% Gillibrand (D) 10% - - - - + o 6 6 8 « 17% 
IOWA NORTH CAROLINA 

Grassley (R) 60% + + + + 4+ ee ee a Burr (R) 50% + + + + + ee 0 

Ernst (R) Gy @ 2 ew A ee 63% Tillis (R) 50% + + + + + - = 2 ee 63% 
KANSAS NORTH DAKOTA 

Roberts (R) 60% + + + + + ee ee 57% Hoeven (R) 50% + + + + + - ee ee 57% 

Moran, Jerry (R) Gy + £ #2 fo - 2 = + - 70% Heitkamp (D) 20% - + + - - - = 2 = - 27% 
KENTUCKY OHIO 

McConnell (R) 50% + + + + - a 50% Brown, S. (D) 0% - - - - ? - ee ee 14% 

Paul (R) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 93% Portman (R) 44% + + + + ? - = eee 55% 
LOUISIANA OKLAHOMA 

Vitter (R) 60% + + + + + - = = + = 71% Inhofe (R) 60% + + + + + - - = + = 67% 

Cassidy (R) 50% + + + + - ee 70% Lankford (R) 70% + + + + + - = = + + 70% 
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Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 

OREGON 

Wyden (D) 0% te ve 
Merkley (D) (W%o2« = = « 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Casey (D) 0% 

Toomey (R) Sih 2 bf & ? 
RHODE ISLAND 

Reed, J. (D) 0% +- - - - 
Whitehouse (D) 0 ne 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Graham, L. (R) 38% + 2? + 2 + 
Scott, T. (R) OS 2 & PP Bo # 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

Thune (R) 60% + + + + + 
Rounds (R) Gi 2 & & A «A 
TENNESSEE 

Alexander (R) 22% + + ? 

Corker (R) GQ = &@ & & & 
TEXAS 

Cornyn (R) 56% + + + + 
Cruz (R) P 2 PP ® 


26 27 28 29 30 1-30 Votes: 21-30 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 1-30 
UTAH 
7% Hatch (R) 40% + + + + - 45% 
: 5 S 17% Lee, M. (R) 90% + + + + + - + + + + 90% 
VERMONT 
- 13% Leahy (D) 0% - 13% 
- + - 68% Sanders (I) ee RP ed at ee eae 40% 
VIRGINIA 
- eee 13% Warner (D) 0% .- - ? - ? - 11% 
= os = =. = 13% Kaine (D) 0% = = = = = - 10% 
WASHINGTON 
32% Murray (D) 0% - - - = = - 7% 
toe e+ 69% Cantwell (D) 0% -~- - - - = - 7% 
WEST VIRGINIA 
+ - 67% Manchin (D) 30% - + + + 43% 
- - - 57% Capito (R) Gs 2 & fo - ee 63% 
WISCONSIN 
- 48% Johnson, R. (R) 60% + + + + + - e+ 57% 
2 + + 66% Baldwin (D) MY & = = = -& ss 2 17% 
WYOMING 
? + 55% Enzi (R) 70% + + + + + +o - = + 71% 
2? 2? + 2? 2? 90% Barrasso (R) WA sb db oe 4 4 Boe os 63% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a senator did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” If he cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to Senate vote descriptions on pages 29, 31, and 32. 


The Senate confirmed the nomination 
on March 14, 2016 by a vote of 49 to 40 
(Roll Call 36). We have assigned pluses to 
the nays because of King’s adamant sup- 
port for Common Core and its universal 
one-size fits all approach to local educa- 
tion. Moreover, the Department of Educa- 


tion is unconstitutional. 
2 TSA. During consideration of the 
FAA reauthorization bill (H.R. 
636), Senator Martin Heinrich (D-N.M.) 
introduced an amendment that would 
authorize funding for additional Trans- 
portation Security Administration (TSA) 
teams for fiscal 2016 and 2017. Heinrich’s 
amendment would also expand the defi- 
nition of law-enforcement terrorism-pre- 
vention activities to include mass shooting 
preparedness exercises. 

The Senate adopted Heinrich’s amend- 
ment on April 7, 2016 by a vote of 91 to 
5 (Roll Call 42). We have assigned pluses 
to the nays because the TSA is a classic 
example of federal overreach and should 
be abolished, not given additional fund- 
ing. The TSA is known for its rude, inept 
employees who grope and otherwise vio- 
late air travelers, in the name of provid- 
ing security. But rather than an inefficient, 
bloated, unaccountable federal bureau- 
cracy, security should be provided by the 
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airlines, which have a vested interest in 
keeping their customers safe. Regarding 
the expansion of terrorism-prevention ac- 
tivities to include mass-shooting prepared- 
ness exercises, this is another transparent 
attempt to federalize law enforcement and 
expand the police state. Constitutionally 
speaking, local law enforcement should 
handle shootings, not the federal govern- 
ment, even if the feds are working in con- 
junction with local law enforcement. 
2 FAA Reauthorization. This bill 
(H.R. 636) would reauthorize feder- 
al aviation programs through fiscal 2017, 
to the tune of $7.1 billion for the airport 
improvement program, $5.7 billion for air 
navigation facilities and equipment, $19.9 
billion for Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion operations, $335 million for research 
and development, and $310 million for the 
Essential Air Service. The bill would in- 
clude new regulations and safety standards 
for small, private-sector drones, including 
those used for business purposes. 

The Senate passed H.R. 636 on April 19, 
2016 by a vote of 95 to 3 (Roll Call 47). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays because 
the U.S. Constitution does not authorize 
the federal government to regulate and/or 
manage segments of the economy, such as 
aviation. Airplane manufacturers, airlines, 


and airports should all be privately run, and 
not subsidized by the federal government. 
Regarding the private-sector use of 
drones, this is another area the federal 
government should stay out of. Local or- 
dinances or, at most, state laws would be 
sufficient to manage any problems that 
might arise from this new technology. 


2 Beery Mater Appropriations. 
This bill (H.R. 2028) would pro- 


vide $37.5 billion in fiscal 2017 for the 
Energy Department, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, and the Interior Department’s 
Bureau of Reclamation. It would provide 
approximately $30.7 billion for the En- 
ergy Department and $6 billion for the 
Army Corps of Engineers. Additionally, 
as amended, the bill would provide $95 
million for wind energy from within the 
Energy Department’s energy efficiency 
and renewable energy funding. 

The Senate passed H.R. 2028 on May 12, 
2016 by a vote of 90 to 8 (Roll Call 71). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays because 
the U.S. Constitution does not authorize 
the federal government to regulate or oth- 
erwise get involved in energy production. 
Particularly troubling is the $95 million 
subsidy for wind energy, which is an inter- 
mittent energy source that will not replace 
any conventional energy utilities. While 


31 


chump change when compared to most 
federal spending, it is still unconstitutional 
and a crony-capitalist venture whereby the 
government is rigging the market by pick- 
ing winners and losers. The federal govern- 
ment should stay out of energy production, 
period, and leave it up to a free market to 
decide what type of and how much energy 
should be produced. 


During consideration 
of the THUD (Transportation, Housing 
and Urban Development)-VA appropria- 
tions bill (H.R. 2577), Senator Mike Lee 
(R-Utah) introduced an amendment that 
would prohibit the use of funds to carry out 
the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
(AFFH) rule and notice of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. 

According to Tom DeWeese, a national- 
ly known property rights activist, “AFFH 
requires communities that apply for HUD 
grants to strip search every neighborhood, 
detailing income level, religion, race, and 
national origin of every single person liv- 
ing there. HUD has created specific guide- 
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lines dictating specific numbers of each 
for a proper ‘balance.’ If there are any 
shortages in any of the categories, then 
the neighborhood is deemed to be ‘out of 
balance.’ HUD then requires that the com- 
munity correct the situation.... The result 
is social engineering that is leading to the 
destruction of property values and prop- 
erty rights of neighborhoods.” 

The Senate agreed to a motion to table 
(kill) Lee’s amendment on May 19, 2016 
by a vote of 60 to 37 (Roll Call 81). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays because 
there is no authorization in the Constitu- 
tion for Congress to establish and fund 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development in the first place, let alone 
fund the radical AFFH rule that imposes 
unconstitutional federal controls on local 
zoning and planning authorities. 


This bill (H.R. 2577) would 
provide $56.5 billion in discretionary 
funding for transportation and housing and 
urban development-related agencies, and 
$83 billion in discretionary funding for 


military construction and veteran’s affairs 
projects. Additionally, as amended, the bill 
would provide $1.1 billion in funding to 
combat the Zika virus for the remainder of 
fiscal 2016 and for fiscal 2017. 

The Senate passed H.R. 2577 on May 19, 
2016 by a vote of 89 to 8 (Roll Call 82). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays because any 
federal involvement in the transportation or 
housing markets via regulations or subsidies 
is an overstepping of constitutional boundar- 
ies. Government involvement in the hous- 
ing market can cause market distortions, and 
subsidizing housing for those who cannot 
afford it is a form of wealth redistribution. 
While helping veterans is arguably consti- 
tutional, the Department of Veterans affairs, 
and the Veterans Health Administration in 
particular, is a bloated, inefficient bureau- 
cracy and a perfect example of the failures 
of socialized medicine. The federal govern- 
ment ought to cover veterans’ healthcare 
costs but allow them to use the same private- 
sector healthcare services that non-veterans 
use. This would be cheaper, offer better care, 
and be more efficient than the current VA 
boondoggle, and be constitutional. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


KEEPING TO A CAUSE DURING DISCONTENT 


Phyllis Schlafly has personally helped drive the direction of the conservative movement, and 
has played key roles in policy implementation. She explains how the GOP became pro-life. 


HOW THE 
REPUBLICA 
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by Steve Byas 


How the Republican Party Became Pro 
Life, by Phyllis Schlafly, St. Louis, Mis- 
souri: Dunnrobin, 2016, 131 pages, pa- 
perback. 


ith recent comments this spring 
by Donald Trump, who is ex- 
pected to be the Republican 


Party nominee for president, that he would 
like to see some modification of the Re- 
publican Party plank on abortion, the issue 
could well be debated — once again! — at 
the Republican National Convention. 

But as has been the case since 1976, in 
the end, the unequivocal support for the 
pro-life plank in the national platform of 
the Republican Party is expected to re- 
main. This can be attributed largely to the 
fidelity of the Republican Party grassroots 
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to protecting the lives of the unborn, and 
to a leading champion within that grass- 
roots, Phyllis Schlafly. 

With How the Republican Party Became 
Pro Life, Schlafly has written a slim but 
important volume summarizing how the 
Republican Party placed a strong pro-life 
plank in its platform in the first convention 
after the notorious Roe v. Wade Supreme 
Court decision of 1973. (In Roe v. Wade 
and its companion case, Doe v. Bolton, the 
Supreme Court asserted that abortion was 
legal in all 50 states). Schlafly explains 
why, despite vigorous efforts by the media 
and some Republicans to ditch or water 
down the pro-life language of the platform, 
the plank survives intact. 

No person is better equipped to tell this 
story than Schlafly. She burst on the nation- 
al scene with her best-selling 1964 book 
A Choice Not an Echo. This book, which 
was published as part of the effort to wrest 
control of the Republican Party from what 
was then called the Eastern Liberal Es- 
tablishment, and nominate Senator Barry 
Goldwater of Arizona, was another thin 
volume that had a huge impact on Ameri- 
can politics. In the book, Schlafly detailed 
how the Republican Party had been in the 
grip of those she called the “kingmakers” of 
the party, who had imposed globalist, non- 
conservative candidates such as Willkie, 
Dewey, Nixon, and Eisenhower upon a 
party that was very conservative at the ac- 
tivist, or grassroots, level. These candidates 
had only offered the country an “echo” of 
the globalist liberals of the Democratic 
Party, instead of an actual choice. 

Schlafly’s Eagle Forum was founded 
in 1972, and is credited, along with other 
groups such as The John Birch Society, 
with stopping the passage of the Equal 
Rights Amendment and the calling of a na- 
tional Constitutional Convention. Schlafly 
has argued that a national convention to 
consider potential amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution is a dangerous gambit that 
could lead to a “runaway convention,” and 


the overthrow of our present constitutional 
republic. 

It is also Schlafly who was most respon- 
sible for initially placing the pro-life plank 
in the Republican platform, and keeping it 
there. 

The role the grassroots plays in the 
adoption of the platform is largely misun- 
derstood, even by many political analysts 
and some presidential candidates. Presiden- 
tial candidates might have enough bound 
delegates to give them the nomination, 
but they do not dictate the platform. Each 
state’s delegation to the national convention 
elects two individuals to the national plat- 
form committee, one male and one female. 

Over the years, efforts have certainly 
been made to dilute or even delete the pro- 
life language in the platform, but because 
presidential candidates cannot dictate who 
sits on the platform committee, they like- 
wise cannot dictate the platform. They can, 
however, in Schlafly’s words, attempt to 
“badger, threaten, persuade, or intimidate” 
some members of the subcommittee work- 
ing on the abortion plank language. So in 
1980, Schafly and other pro-lifers took the 
subcommittee out to dinner the night be- 
fore the final vote on the language, so as to 
keep the members from being pressured to 
modify the pro-life plank. The dinner party 
did not break up until nearly midnight, and 
Schlafly later learned that the platform 
committee chairman, U.S. Senator John 
Tower of Texas (who was not pro-life), 
“had spent the entire evening trying to call 
our subcommittee members but couldn’t 
reach a single one. (This was, fortunately, 
well before cellphones). 

There was no real contest on the plat- 
form in 1984, when the pro-life Ronald 
Reagan was re-nominated and went on to 
win a 49-state landslide. By 1988, Reagan’s 
vice-president, George Herbert Walker 
Bush, had switched from pro-choice to 
pro-life. Running for what voters thought 
was Reagan’s “third term,” Bush was easily 
elected over Democratic Governor Michael 
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Dukakis of Massachusetts, a pro-abortion 
candidate who proudly proclaimed himself 
a “card-carrying member” of the American 
Civil Liberties Union. 

Unfortunately, as Schlafly recalls, Bush 
governed as a “globalist,” and about “the 
only conservative thing Bush did while 
President was his nomination of Clarence 
Thomas to the U.S. Supreme Court.” By 
1992, the pro-life plank faced a serious 
challenge. Ann Stone, a prominent GOP 
fundraiser, announced that she had rein- 
vigorated “Republicans for Choice,” and 
intended to raise three million dollars to 
gut the platform of its pro-life plank. First 
Lady Barbara Bush announced she also 
wanted to see the pro-life plank gone. 

“It wasn’t hard to anticipate that we 
would face a big fight about abortion at the 
Republican National Convention in Hous- 
ton in 1992,” Schlafly wrote. Bush faced a 
tough reelection battle, and was “squishing 
on pro-life.” Schlafly’s Republican Nation- 
al Coalition for Life organization purchased 
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3,000 large red cowboy hats as the symbol 
of keeping the party pro-life, and passed 
them out to convention delegates. The 
convention, with a sea of red cowboy hats, 
overwhelmingly retained the pro-life plank. 

The media “orchestrated a campaign to 
blame [Bush’s] defeat on the pro-lifers and 
those who had talked about the social is- 
sues, such as Pat Buchanan,” Schlafly re- 
called. “However, the TV networks’ own 
polls conducted right after the Convention 
reported that the Buchanan and [Marilyn] 
Quayle speeches actually gave George 
Bush a big boost.” 

The pro-life plank faced an even stiffer 
challenge in 1996. Pressure was intense to 
modify the pro-life plank, but the pro-life 
forces were determined to not change “a 
comma.” Schlafly explained, “If we did, 
that would give the media the opportunity 
to report that we had softened our solid 
pro-life position.” 

But it was not just the liberal media that 
was beating the drums for softening the 
pro-life plank. Schlafly writes that 
many “kingmakers” wanted Colin 
Powell as the nominee, even 
though he proudly proclaimed 
himself “pro-choice.” The Powell 
boomlet faded, and finally, Sena- 
tor Bob Dole won the nomination. 

“Bob Dole was not easy to 
deal with,” Schlafly recalled. 
“Dole wanted to purge the pro- 
life language altogether, but his 
‘Plan B’ was to add additional 
language to the platform about 
promoting ‘tolerance.’ Our pro- 
lifers didn’t want to say we’re 
tolerant of abortion.” 

Dole told CNN that a “toler- 
ance” statement is “going to be 
in the abortion plank,” adding, 
“T make that decision and it’s not 
negotiable.” 

The “tolerance” statement did 
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not make it into the platform, however. 
Schlafly explained: “Dole apparently 
didn’t know that the presidential nomi- 
nee could no longer dictate the platform 
as Richard Nixon and Nelson Rockefeller 
dictated it in 1960.” (At that time, although 
conservative delegates had hammered out 
a strongly conservative platform, Nixon 
simply altered it in order to please Rock- 
efeller and other liberal Republicans. 
Barry Goldwater called it the “Munich of 
the Republican Party’’.) Although the plat- 
form remained staunchly pro-life, Dole 
announced to the press, “I haven’t read the 
platform and I’m not bound by it anyway.” 
He then went on to delete the “life, cul- 
tural, and sovereignty issues,” out of his 
campaign, and lost to Clinton in the fall. 

In 2000 and 2004, George W. Bush 
opted to make no effort to change the pro- 
life plank, and won twice. But in 2008, 
while nominee Senator John McCain pro- 
claimed himself pro-life, his campaign or- 
dered his running mate, Alaska Governor 
Sarah Palin, to not speak to the Republican 
National Coalition for Life luncheon. By 
2012, former Massachusetts Governor Mitt 
Romney took a strong pro-life stance in his 
bid to get the nomination, despite having 
called himself “pro-choice” when he ran 
for the U.S. Senate and governor in Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Schlafly concludes by including pro-life 
language from previous Republican plat- 
forms since 1976, and language involving 
issues such as traditional marriage, Com- 
mon Core, and judicial overreach. 

Some conclusions that can be drawn 
from Schlafly’s account of Republican 
conventions since Roe v. Wade include 
that it is apparent that the Republican 
grassroots (those Republicans who work 
in the trenches for the party and its can- 
didates) are much more conservative and 
pro-life as a group than its recent presi- 
dential candidates and, on the whole, 
average Republican voters. While Re- 
publican nominees since Reagan have 
given lip-service to the pro-life cause, it 
appears that it is little more than an act of 
necessity, rather than a heartfelt belief, at 
least for most of them. 

Schlafly’s book is a valuable resource, 
and is illustrative of how one person, or 
a small group of dedicated constitutional- 
ists, can make such a huge difference in 
our nation’s history. il 
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Extended Family 
and Friends 


When World War II veteran Serina Vine 
died last month, she had no known rela- 
tives. With just three people expected to 
attend her funeral, 200 strangers decided 
to pay their respects to a woman who was 
invaluable to the U.S. Navy. 

During World War IJ, Vine served in 
radio intelligence in the Navy and spoke 
three languages. After leaving the military, 
she reportedly became homeless and has 
been in a Veterans Affairs hospital for the 
last 20 years. 

Retired Army Major Jaspen Boothe 
read of Vine’s death in the obituary sec- 
tion and decided to rally other veterans to 
attend Vine’s memorial service. 

ABC News explained, “Vine’s story hit 
home for Army Maj. Jaspen Boothe, who 
used to be homeless herself.” 

She posted on her Facebook page about 
Vine’s contributions in the Navy and her 
homelessness and the fact that Vine spent 
the last 20 years of her life at the Washing- 
ton, D.C., VA hospital. Most importantly, 
she wrote that Vine left behind few people 
to mourn her death. “She never married 
and had no children,” Boothe wrote. “She 
will have full military honors at her funer- 
al but so far it is just three of us attending 
the gravesite funeral.” 

Boothe also reached out to the website 
Ms. Veteran America, who also encour- 
aged others to attend Vine’s funeral. 

Upon arrival at the Quantico National 
Cemetery in Virginia on June 7, however, 
Boothe was surprised to see hundreds of 
people in attendance. 

ABC News stated that Martin Fuller of 
the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs was 
in attendance. He met Vine in the VA Com- 
munity Living Center. “T felt like I had to 
go because | didn’t think anyone was going 
to show up,” he explained. But he too was 
surprised by the show of support from stran- 
gers. “I’ve never seen anything like it.” 

According to Boothe, Vine now has “200 
known family and friends in the area.” 

Vine received full military honors, in- 
cluding a 21-gun salute, at Quantico Cem- 
etery, ABC News reported. 
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New Family of Eleven 


A woman in Virgilina, Virginia, has agreed 
to take care of her dying friend’s six chil- 
dren. Stephanie Culley already has three 
kids of her own, but when her friend Beth 
Laitkep, who was dying of breast cancer, 
asked her to care for her six children after 
her death, Culley agreed. Laitkep passed 
away on May 19, and Laitkep’s six kids 
— ranging in age from 15 to two — have 
since moved into Culley’s Virginia home. 

CBS News reported, “Laitkep was a 
single mom and dear friend who leaned on 
Culley while battling cancer this past year. 
When doctors told Laitkep they’d run out 
of treatment options in April, Culley was 
the only option to take care of Laitkep’s 
children.” 

Laitkep’s primary concerns were that the 
children were kept together and that they 
were raised in a Christian home. Beth dis- 
cussed various options with her children, 
who unanimously agreed that they would 
like to live with Stephanie and her family. 

Culley recalls when Laitkep asked her 
to be the children’s guardian. “She was 
never worried about herself. She was 
never worried about anything but them,” 
Culley said. “And she looked at me and 
she said, ‘Can you do this for me? Can 
you do this?’” 

When Culley approached her husband 
with Laitkep’s request, his answer was 
simple: ““We’ll do what we have to do.” 

Stephanie and her husband’s decision to 
take in Laitkep’s children brought Laitkep 
some much-needed relief. 

“And I told her that I would love them. I 
would never be able to love them like she 
would but I would do the very best that I 
could,” Culley said. 

The Culleys have temporary custody of 
Laitkep’s children until a permanent cus- 
tody hearing on July 19. 

According to Laitkep’s 14-year-old 
daughter, Selena, the transition has been 
“easier than anyone ever would expect.” 

Of course, the children are still grieving 
the loss of their mother. But the Culleys 
have definitely made the loss a little less 
difficult by stepping in immediately as pa- 
rental figures. 

For her part, Culley said. “I just love 
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these kids. To walk in the door and see 
all of them in the living room dancing 
and playing and happy, that’s what it’s all 
about.” 

A GoFundMe page has been created to 
raise money for Laitkep’s children. The 
goal for the page was $10,000, but as of 
June 10, that amount was far surpassed, 
with $56,161 having been raised. 


Khioe Kares 


Nine-year-old Khloe Thompson has start- 
ed her own charity, Khloe Kares, to pro- 
vide homeless women with tote bags filled 
with personal items, People.com reported 
on May 6. 

Khloe was inspired to action when she 
began to notice homeless people in her 
neighborhood. “I would pass the same 
homeless people, and then I would always 
ask my mom why or how did they get 
there?” Khloe told Pop-Sugar Celebrity. 
“And she would tell me and I would feel 
bad.” 

The tote bags are personally sewn by 
Khloe, who was taught how to sew by her 
great-grandmother. She then fills them 
with items such as shampoos and tooth- 
brushes and hand delivers them to the 
homeless women in her neighborhood in 
Irvine, California. 

Khloe told Pop-Sugar that the tote bags 
were an important component of her char- 
ity. “I would think they could have a nice, 
sturdy bag so that they can keep it forever 
and it wouldn’t just break like a regular 
plastic bag,” she explained. 

Khloe’s mother, Alisha, was initially 
concerned about her daughter approaching 
the women to whom she was giving the 
bags. But she indicated that the reaction 
to Khloe has been genuinely positive and 
that she is always with Khloe during the 
deliveries to ensure her safety. 

The response from the homeless com- 
munity has truly touched Khloe. She re- 
called one woman telling her that she 
made her feel like “a human being.” “She 
said what I gave to her is making her feel 
like a normal person just like us,” Khloe 
explained. Ml 

— Raven Clabough 
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The Services of St. George Tucker 


He served as a Revolutionary War soldier, he obtained supplies for Washington's army, and 
he was the first person to thoroughly comment on the U.S. Constitution after it was ratified. 


by Joe Wolverton Il, J.D. 


ashington, Adams, Madison, Jefferson, Franklin. All of 
\ x these Founding Fathers are well known and need no 
first names. 

Tucker, however, is a surname of a member of the founding 
generation that isn’t familiar at all and definitely needs a first 
name, and what a first name it is: St. George! 

St. George Tucker is a man whose name has been erased from 
the collective memory of Americans, and it is ashame. There was 
a time when his reputation as an able jurist and a staunch defender 
of states’ rights and republican principles was second to none, 
save only his fellow Virginian, Thomas Jefferson. 

He was a Virginian, but not by birth. Tucker was a transplant 
from more tropical climes — Bermuda. Born in 1752 to a promi- 
nent planter family originally from England, Tucker was the 
youngest of six children who grew up on the estate his family 
had owned for over 100 years, Grove Plantation. 

As a young child, Tucker was curious and studious. His origi- 
nal plan was to study law at one of the prestigious Inns of Law 
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St. George Tucker is a man whose influence on the development of our 
constitutional republic has been erased from the American collective 
memory. His commentaries on Blackstone were the leading handbook 
on the Constitution for nearly a century. 


in England, but financial hardship prevented St. George from 
following that path. 

Undaunted, Tucker was determined to seek his fortune else- 
where, and at 19 years old he followed a pattern established by 
many of his extended family members and emigrated to America, 
hoping to take up the study of law in the colonies. 

Arriving in Virginia, St. George was tutored for a time in natu- 
ral law and philosophy by the Reverend Thomas Gwatkin before 
matriculating at the Old Dominion’s finest institution of higher 
learning, the College of William and Mary. 

Unfortunately for Tucker, his family was still passing through 
very tight fiscal straits, and he was unable to finish his education 
at William and Mary. Still determined to receive the training he 
needed to hang out his shingle and begin the practice of law, 
in 1772 Tucker sought out noted legal scholar and “Teacher of 
Liberty” George Wythe. 

Wythe accepted Tucker as a student, where his name was found 
among other noted future Founding Fathers, including the future 
author of the Declaration of Independence, Thomas Jefferson. 

After two years under Wythe’s tutelage, Tucker was admitted 
to the bar of Virginia, a colony by now edging ever closer to the 
brink of hostilities with England. 


Supplier, Then Soldier 

Just prior to the outbreak of the War for Independence, the courts 
in Virginia were shut down as armed resistance to British policies 
began spreading throughout the colony. This left Tucker without 
a reliable source of employment, so he returned to his native 
Bermuda to make a living. 

Just before sailing home, Tucker told his old classmate, Thom- 
as Jefferson, that there was an ammunition depot in Bermuda that 
could be very helpful to the American cause, particularly as am- 
munition was constantly in short supply in the Continental Army. 

Two American ships sailed to Bermuda, took possession of 
the material, and sailed back to a very grateful George Wash- 
ington, delivering to the commander-in-chief a much-needed 
shipment of ammunition. Later in life, Tucker would relate that 
he himself helped carry the casks full of powder onto the Ameri- 
can vessels. 

Naturally sympathetic to the American cause of liberty, Tucker 
started working in his family’s trade enterprise, serving as a liai- 
son between his father and representatives of the American war 
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effort. His first and most lucrative con- 
tracts called for violating the British ban 
on trading with her rebellious colonies, 
by hauling rifles, ammunition, and salt, 
invaluable commodities to an army on the 
verge of collapse and conquer. 

Not satisfied with simply supplying the 
American patriots with weapons, Tucker 
joined the Virginia militia, serving as 
a major under Nathanael Greene at the 
Battle of Guilford Courthouse. Tucker re- 
ceived wounds during this historic battle 
and was promoted to lieutenant colonel. 
After his wounds had healed sufficiently, 
Tucker returned to his unit just in time to 
participate in the siege of Yorktown in 
1781. Here, too, Tucker was injured, and 
his military career came to an early end. 


Sheathing the Sword; 

Unleashing the Pen 

Though his war wounds closed the door 
on his military career, his extraordinary 
talent for writing opened a window 
through which would flow some of the 
most influential and insightful works of 
his generation. 

Undoubtedly the most influential and 
well-known of Tucker’s postwar writings 
was his “View of the Constitution,” pub- 
lished in 1803. 

While working as a professor at Wil- 
liam and Mary, Tucker wrote “View of 
the Constitution,” which Liberty Fund 
describes as “the first extended, system- 
atic commentary on the United States 
Constitution after its ratification and later 
its amendment by the Bill of Rights.” 

The essay began merely as a small 
section of Tucker’s magnum opus, a “re- 
publicanized” edition of the unparalleled 
legal treatise, Commentaries on the Laws 
of England by Sir William Blackstone. 
A thorough study of Blackstone was un- 
doubtedly the sine qua non of legal educa- 
tion in America, but after Tucker’s version 
was published, “generations of American 
law students, lawyers, judges, and states- 
men learned their Blackstone — and also 
their understanding of the Constitution — 
through Tucker,” Liberty Fund explains. 

If he was once so very authoritative 
on the subject of republicanism and the 
retained sovereignty of the states and the 
people under the Constitution, why has 
Tucker been so completely forgotten? 
Professor Clyde Wilson, in a foreword to 
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the 1999 edition of “View,” posits a couple 
of possible explanations. 

First, his view of the federal govern- 
ment as an agent of the sovereign people 
of the several states, and not as the judge 
of the extent of its own powers, was bur- 
ied by the outcome of the Civil War, the 
ground for the triumphant views of Abra- 
ham Lincoln having been well prepared 
by Justice Joseph Story of the Supreme 
Court, and lawyer, orator, and Senator 
Daniel Webster. Second, Tucker’s consti- 
tutional writings were appended as essays 
to a multivolume, densely annotated edi- 
tion of Blackstone’s Commentaries that 
was never reprinted. 

As the saying goes, winners write his- 
tory, and as St. George Tucker was firmly 
planted in Southern soil and was a stead- 
fast supporter of the retained authority of 
states to refuse to obey unconstitutional 
acts of the federal government, Tucker 
was on the losing side of the so-called 
Civil War. 

Beyond erasing St. George Tucker’s 
name from the roster of Founding Fa- 
thers, another legacy of the Civil War is 
the spread of the sentiment that “states’ 
rights” is simply a euphemism for “racist 
apologist for slavery.” While this is facile 
and ignorant, it is a very common and pop- 
ular theory, thus anyone associated with 
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defending the Southern cause in the Civil 
War is painted with that same brush, and 
all right-thinking Americans are obligated 
to regard the accused as a person unworthy 
of study. 

So it was with St. George Tucker, and 
so it remains. But what did he actually 
say? Too often Americans follow one of 
two predictable patterns when it comes 
to the proposition of actually reading and 
analyzing the writings of the target of the 
damnatio memoriae: First, although curi- 
ous, they avoid the topic, considering it 
taboo. Second, they actively resist even 
reading the words of such a disgraced au- 
thor, regarding it as a relic of a racist past 
that is best burned on the altar of Progress 
or Multiculturalism. 

To right this wrong and to arm 21st- 
century patriots with the power that comes 
from the pen of a forgotten Founder and 
advocate of limited government and the 
states’ obligation to reject and refuse to 
enforce any act of the federal government 
that exceeds the constitutional boundar- 
ies of its power, we here present a brief 
summary of some of St. George Tucker’s 
“View of the Constitution.” 

First, a simple primer on the text. 
Tucker divides the essay into two parts: 
first, a recitation of the formation of the 
Constitution and the nature of the confed- 
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Revolt: As a member of the Virginia militia, St. George Tucker fought at the Battle of Guilford 


Courthouse and the Battle of Yorktown, receiving wounds during the fighting. 
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Considering the contract: St. George Tucker’s “View of the Constitution” was an essay appended 
to his commentaries on Blackstone, and it is a timeless defense of limited government, state 
sovereignty, and the means of identifying and defeating tyranny within the federal government. 


eracy it created; second, a description of the 
intended allocation of authority between 
the states and the federal government. 

As for how the Constitution was cre- 
ated, Tucker comes down firmly on the 
side of the “compact theory,” explaining, 
“The constitution of the United States 
of America, then, is an original, written, 
federal, and social compact, freely, vol- 
untarily, and solemnly entered into by the 
several states of North-America, and rati- 
fied by the people thereof, respectively; 
whereby the several states, and the people 
thereof, respectively, have bound them- 
selves to each other, and to the federal 
government of the United States; and by 
which the federal government is bound to 
the several states, and to every citizen of 
the United States.” 

A compact, Tucker explains, is a type 
of agreement where “the contracting par- 
ties, whether considered as states, in their 
politic capacity and character; or as indi- 
viduals, are all equal; nor is there any thing 
granted from one to another: but each stip- 
ulates to part with, and to receive the same 


thing, precisely, without any distinction or 
difference in favor of any of the parties.” 

Next, Tucker puts a finer point on the 
issue, positing that the Constitution is “a 
federal compact; several sovereign and 
independent states may unite themselves 
together by a perpetual confederacy, with- 
out each ceasing to be a perfect state.” 

Regarding the retention of authority by 
the states that formed the federal govern- 
ment, Tucker reveals the real, proper re- 
lationship between states and the central 
government: 


The state governments not only re- 
tain every power, jurisdiction, and 
right not delegated to the United 
States, by the constitution, nor pro- 
hibited by it to the states, but they 
are constituent and necessary parts 
of the federal government; and with- 
out their agency in their politic char- 
acter, there could be neither a senate, 
nor president of the United States; 
the choice of the latter depending 
mediately, and of the former, imme- 


His first and most lucrative contracts called for violating the British 
ban on trading with her rebellious colonies, by hauling rifles, 
ammunition, and salt, invaluable commodities to an army on the 


verge of collapse and conquer. 
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diately, upon the legislatures of the 
several states in the union. 


Tucker puts a final touch on the topic, 
saying, “The powers delegated to the fed- 
eral government being all positive, and 
enumerated, according to the ordinary 
rules of construction, whatever is not enu- 
merated is retained.” 

Tucker didn’t view the Constitution 
through rose-colored glasses. In fact, he 
recognized that “all governments have a 
natural tendency towards an increase, and 
assumption of power.... and the adminis- 
tration of the federal government has too 
frequently demonstrated that the people of 
America are not exempt from this vice in 
their constitution.” 

What, then, could keep the people pow- 
erful enough to throw off a tyrant who has 
repeatedly encroached upon the liberty of 
the people? Tucker had an answer for that 
one, too, that could not be more contem- 
porarily relevant. Regarding the Second 
Amendment, Tucker wrote: 


This may be considered as the true 
palladium of liberty.... The right of 
self defense is the first law of nature: 
in most governments it has been the 
study of rulers to confine this right 
within the narrowest limits possible. 
Wherever standing armies are kept 
up, and the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms is, under any color or 
pretext whatsoever, prohibited, lib- 
erty, if not already annihilated, is on 
the brink of destruction. 


In light of his fearless and historically 
sound support of the power of states to dis- 
regard any act of the federal government 
that is not clearly granted by the states in 
the Constitution, it isn’t hard to see why 
the Powers That Be have scrubbed the 
name, legacy, and constitutional interpre- 
tation of St. George Tucker from the his- 
tory of the post-Revolutionary era. 

Now, however, the effort to hide St. 
George Tucker’s exemplary scholarship 
under a bushel is nullified, and Americans 
are once again familiar with a prolific and 
persuasive member of the founding gen- 
eration whose “View of the Constitution” 
needs to be read, reread, and remembered 
by those striving to restore constitutional 
liberty to this Republic. HH 


THE NEW AMERICAN @ JULY 18, 2016 


IGNEG Go| 


BP fen wx ne 


ZIGNEGO READY MIX, INC. 


W226 N2940 DUPLAINVILLE ROAD 
WAUKESHA, WI 53186 


262-542-0333 * www.Zignego.com 


EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Security Camera Helps 


BucksLocalNews.com reported on June 3 
about an attempted robbery at a pharmacy in 
Levittown, Pennsylvania. The Falls Town- 
ship Police Department told BucksLocal- 
News.com that two men drove up outside 
the Pennsbury Pharmacy in a minivan, and 
an armed, masked man exited the vehicle 
and entered the store. The masked burglar 
held a shotgun and ran behind the counter 
to steal from the pharmacist, but the owner 
saw his approach via the store’s security 
camera. The owner armed himself with a 
handgun as the suspect entered the store. 
Lt. Henry Ward of the Falls Township 
Police Department told BucksLocalNews. 
com that the “intruder went into the store 
and went behind the counter in an attempt 
to rob the store ... [but the pharmacist] 
was prepared for the armed intrudert.... 
And he began to shoot, striking the in- 
truder numerous times. The intruder died 
at the scene.” Police were able to corner 
the minivan with the driver still in the ve- 
hicle. The second suspect, the presumed 
getaway driver, surrendered to police and 
was taken into custody without incident. 


The Well Armed Woman 


The World-Herald News Service reported 
out of Council Bluffs, Iowa, on May 31 
about a group for female gun enthusiasts 
called The Well Armed Woman (WAW). 
WAW was started by Carrie Lightfoot of 
Scottsdale, Arizona, as both a business and 
an organization of like-minded women, 
with the stated goal of being “where the 
feminine and firearms meet.” WAW has 
grown to over 280 clubs in 49 states with 
more than 8,000 members. The World-Her- 
ald News Service reported on two chapters 
in the area and profiled widow Patricia Har- 
rold, who had joined the club years ago and 
is now working to grow it. “After I lost my 
husband, I wanted a greater sense of being 
able to defend myself,” she said. She ex- 
plained that “it was easier to talk about self- 
defense with other women.” 

Other members of WAW expressed 
similar sentiments. Amy Kline Mosher 
of Council Bluffs told World-Herald 
News Service, “I’ve gone shooting with 
my boyfriend, but as a newcomer to the 
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“.. the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 
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sport of shooting, I think I would be less 
intimidated going with other women until 
I become more proficient.” 

Carrie Lightfoot created the group after 
failing to find a resource for female gun 
owners and shooters when she had decided 
to purchase a gun. She decided to create an 
entity that could serve to help female gun 
owners and shooting enthusiasts network. 
WAW caters to women and helps them get 
past the intimidation they might otherwise 
feel when getting involved with firearms 
and shooting. 

Harrold has gotten very involved in the 
organization and even helped start a new 
chapter. She explained that there is a need 
for WAW since female ownership of guns 
has skyrocketed. “A lot of firearms manu- 
facturers, along with those who manufac- 
ture shooting accessories, are catering to 
us and our needs,” Harrold told the World- 
Herald News Service. 


Transient Invasion 


The NBC affiliate in Los Angeles reported 
on June 18 about an intruder who broke 
into a man’s house and threatened the resi- 
dent with a hunting knife. The 60-year-old 
homeowner told police that he had gone out 
into his backyard, and when he returned to 
his house, he encountered the disheveled 
suspect standing in his living room. The 
deranged intruder was armed with a large 
hunting knife. The homeowner grabbed 
his handgun and ordered the intruder to 
leave. The knife-wielding man refused 
to comply and began waving his knife as 
he advanced toward the homeowner. The 
homeowner fired his handgun, hitting the 
suspect in the abdomen with one shot. The 
homeowner called 911, and police arrived 
on the scene to find the injured suspect. 
The wounded trespasser was known by 
authorities to be a transient from the area. 
The man was taken to a nearby medical 
facility for treatment. 


Masked Men Attack Motel 


The Daytona Beach News-Journal reported 
out of Daytona Beach, Florida, on June 14 
about a criminal trio who tried robbing a 
resident at a local motel. Holly Hill Police 


Chief Stephen Aldrich told the newspaper 
that the men tried forcing their way into 
the room of 18-year-old Sebastien Raw- 
ley. Rawley, who was able to arm himself 
with a handgun, fired at the intruders, who 
immediately fled. Chief Aldrich explained 
that two of the men wore “costume masks” 
and ran off toward the rear of the hotel. Po- 
lice who arrived on the scene discovered 
pepper spray in the parking lot, which they 
believe was dropped by the suspects as they 
fled. While investigating the scene, police 
said they were notified that someone was 
admitted to a nearby hospital with a non- 
life-threatening gunshot wound. Investiga- 
tors believe that the wounded individual is 
related to the shooting. 


Like Father, Like Son? 


The Associated Press reported on June 
24 about a burglar who turned out to be 
a former professional football player. The 
incident took place in Portland, Oregon, 
where a homeowner shot an intruder and 
called 911. When authorities arrived, they 
found the injured suspect in a water foun- 
tain in the backyard of the house. He was 
transported to a nearby hospital for treat- 
ment and is expected to make a full re- 
covery. The Multnomah County Sheriff’s 
Office intends to charge the suspect with 
burglary and criminal trespass once he is 
released. The wounded intruder turned 
out to be former Detroit Lions cornerback 
Stanley Wilson II, who played three sea- 
sons for the Lions, from 2005 to 2007, 
after playing college ball at Stanford. In 
an ironic twist, Wilson II is the son of 
former Cincinnati Bengals running back 
Stanley Wilson, Sr., whose own problems 
with cocaine addiction led to him eventu- 
ally being banned from the NFL. The elder 
Wilson infamously binged on cocaine 
right before the 1989 Super Bowl, result- 
ing in his third strike with the NFL and 
causing his ouster from playing profes- 
sional football. Tragically, years after Wil- 
son, Sr.’s professional football career was 
unceremoniously ended, he was convicted 
of stealing $130,000 from a Beverly Hills 
property and was sentenced to 22 years in 
a state prison. ll 

— Patrick Krey 
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Walling Out the Truth 
About Illegal Aliens 


Item: /n an attempt to protect the White 
House’s amnesty for illegal aliens, the 
U.S. Justice Department is refusing to 
provide details about President Obamas 
executive order on immigration. 

The Daily Caller for June 1, 2016, re- 
ported that the U.S. Department of Jus- 
tice was “refusing an order from a federal 
judge to release details of benefits pro- 
vided to over 100,000 illegal immigrants 
under President Barack Obama’s execu- 
tive action on immigration. U.S. District 
Court Judge Andrew S. Hanen ordered 
the Justice Department to produce a list 
of individuals who received deportation 
deferrals from the 2014 DHS directive 
in a decision made May 19. The decision 
was made after learning DoJ had not dis- 
closed that approximately 100,000 illegal 
immigrants had received three-year defer- 
rals from deportation.” 

Government lawyers, the Caller contin- 
ued, “claim that producing a list of indi- 
viduals who received deferrals and other 
benefits ... imposes an undue burden on 
the Department of Homeland Security and 
jeopardizes the privacy interests of indi- 
viduals appearing on the list.” 

Item: On its website, the American Civil 
Liberties Union carries a document of 
“Immigration Myth and Facts.” Among 
these is the supposed “myth” that “most 
immigrants are undocumented and have 
crossed the border illegally.” Rather, says 
the radical organization, the “fact” is that 
“almost half of all undocumented immi- 
grants entered the United States legally.” 
In the fine print, the ACLU attempts to 
vindicate that contention by rationalizing 
that many of those in question “became 
undocumented only when their visas ex- 
pired and they didn t leave the country.” 

Item: The liberal Washington Post re- 
ported on March 10, 2016: “Hillary 
Clinton s pledge not to deport any illegal 
immigrants except violent criminals and 
terrorists represents a major break from 
President Obama, and it could vastly in- 
crease the number of people who would 
be allowed to stay in the country. The dec- 
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Obfuscation, deception, or lies? In 2011, President Obama mocked Republicans, saying he had 
built the secure double fencing along our southern border, as they had asked for, and yet they still 
wanted more. In truth, only 36 miles of the 700-mile planned fence was built. 


laration this week from the Democratic 
presidential front-runner drew praise from 
immigrant rights groups.” 
Item: On June 3, 2016, the London-based 
Guardian, in an article entitled “Michelle 
Obama: ‘In America we dont build walls 
to keep people out,’” reported that the First 
Lady had made a “withering attack” dur- 
ing a commencement speech at City Col- 
lege of New York directed at Donald Trump, 
although without mentioning his name. In 
part, she said: “Here in America we dont 
let our differences tear us apart. Here in 
America we dont give in to our fears, we 
don t build walls to keep people out.” 
Item: The Washington Post for April 28, 
2016, took note of a proposal that would 
“replace the White House fence.” The 
change would double its height, to nearly 
14 feet, and provide other measures to 
deter would-be intruders. The U.S. Secret 
Service and National Park Service want 
to build a fence that would be ‘tougher, 
taller and stronger,’ said Nichole Mainor, 
a spokeswoman for the Secret Service.” 
The paper noted that security concerns 
during that week had twice put the White 
House on lockdown. 
Correction: A lot of failures are good 
at making excuses. Yet, most excuses are 
just thin skins of falsehoods stretched over 
bald-faced lies. 


So it is for many leading so-called pro- 
gressives, who are delighted to overlook 
law-breaking when it is seen to be to their 
political advantage. Some illegals are to 
be let off because they didn’t get caught. 
Others get alibied because they jumped 
the border long ago. Yet others get a pass 
because they allegedly did not break the 
law — until they again break another law, 
at which time they become “overstays.” 

Such “overstays,” keep in mind, are not 
forgetful folks who just happened to miss 
their flights. For example, several of the 
September 11, 2001, terrorists were in this 
country on expired visas, as revealed by 
subsequent investigations. 

And do you remember when Barack 
Obama said that he didn’t have the author- 
ity to change immigration law unilateral- 
ly? Some souls, perhaps blessed with more 
patience than sense, have counted his say- 
ing that 22 times. Yet, he and his Justice 
Department did just that when it came to 
giving benefits to 100,000 illegal aliens. 

You can tell when a “liberal” is in 
charge. When a federal judge rules in his 
favor, the process is praised as if it came 
from the Almighty. On the other hand, if 
the ruling is not what was desired, it is de- 
fenestrated. All of a sudden, a chief execu- 
tive is almighty. 

The judge, by the way, saw through the 
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duplicity, ordering the Justice Department 
attorneys to attend a legal ethics course. 

And have you also noticed how many of 
these oh-so-tolerant characters are quick 
to preach to others by the yard but practice 
personally by the inch? 

Wall? Who needs a wall? You should 
embrace, even subsidize, security threats. 
So say all too many of those living in 
gated housing, including those with armed 
bodyguards paid for by the taxpayers. That 
includes those seeking “tougher, taller and 
stronger” fences for themselves. 

The Washington Post says that a Presi- 
dent Hillary Clinton would be even more 
of an advocate than Barack Obama for il- 
legal aliens (although not using such direct 
terms, usually opting for “undocument- 
ed”). That conclusion should give Ameri- 
cans pause, considering the record of the 
current administration. Clinton’s team, 
meanwhile, has been similarly industri- 
ous in their planning for security barriers 
in Philadelphia to keep the riff-raff distant 
from the Democrat Party officialdom at 
their convention. 

Senator Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.), who is 
the chairman of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Immigration and the National Interest, 
has taken sardonic notice of the develop- 
ment, saying in early June: 
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It’s interesting that the Democratic 
National Committee will have a 
wall around their convention to keep 
unapproved people out while at the 
same time, their presumptive nomi- 
nee, Hillary Clinton, pushes for open 
borders policies that are even more 
radical than President Obama’s. 

She would refuse to deport danger- 
ous criminal aliens until after they 
have been convicted of committing 
heinous crimes against Americans, 
close detention centers, issue even 
more extreme executive orders than 
Obama, and increase Syrian refu- 
gees five-fold. Her proposed policies 
make no sense, decimate the rule of 
law, further reduce wages for poor 
Americans, and increase the risk of 
terrorism and criminal behavior. 


This is ongoing while there are at least 11 
million illegal aliens in this country. Clin- 
ton of course wants to do something about 
that. She wants to take them “out of the 
shadows,” in her words. 

Those numbers about illegals, which 
are widely used, are in actuality just an 
estimate based in large part of Census 
Bureau findings. The totals have not 
changed much for a decade or so. And 


Keep on keeping on: If elected president, Hillary Clinton is promising to double down on 
immigration “reform,” giving amnesty to most, if not all, illegal immigrants. Since she would be 
able to replace at least one Supreme Court justice, she could make an executive amnesty stick. 
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the Census Bureau is careful to instruct 
those carrying out its surveys in selected 
homes not to ask subjects whether they 
are legal or not. The head of Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has 
acknowledged that the actual number of 
illegal immigrants could be 15 million. A 
2005 study, obviously dated, put the total 
of illegals at 20 million. 

The figures are not static. Some come, 
some go. And some — relatively few 
— are deported. Here are a few more 
numbers to show the scale involved. The 
Center for Immigration Studies (CIS) has 
been analyzing new official data that in- 
dicate that more than three million new 
legal and illegal immigrants settled in 
the United States in 2014 and 2015. This 
represents a 39-percent increase over the 
previous two years. The head of research 
for CIS, Steven Camarota, has broken out 
some of the findings. The preliminary 
CIS estimates, as he said in June, have 
determined that, of the 3.1 million that 
arrived in those years, 


about one-third, 1.1 million (or 
550,000 annually) were new illegal 
immigrants, a significant increase 
from the 700,000 illegal immigrants 
(350,000 annually) who entered in 
2012 and 2013. 

The above estimate of illegal immi- 
gration represents the flow of new ille- 
gal aliens surreptitiously crossing the 
border, overstaying a temporary visa, 
or released into the country after a 
short detention, such as families from 
Central America. The numbers do not 
represent the net increase in the total 
illegal immigrant population. 


Illegals comprise a wide range of people. 
They are from many home countries, of 
varied skills, young and old, male and 
female. Many have been in this country 
for years. The Wall Street Journal not 
long ago carried a piece describing re- 
search done by Harvard University Pro- 
fessor George Borjas, who has used new 
statistical methods to examine the data in 
the Census Bureau’s Current Population 
Survey. He found that illegal males give 
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a lot less heed to how much, or little, they 
get paid, compared to legal native-born 
Americans. Borjas has argued that law- 
abiding lower-income American workers 
have suffered economically because of the 
presence of so many illegal immigrants. 
As the professor put it: 


Undocumented immigrant men are 
far more likely to work than other 
groups, while undocumented im- 
migrant women are far less likely to 
work. 

The employment gap that distin- 
guishes undocumented men from the 
other groups widened dramatically 
over the past twenty years. By 2014, 
the probability that an undocumented 
man was employed ... was around 12 
percentage points larger than that of 
native men. 


It also appears that a goodly number of 
illegals can live in the “shadows” with- 
out a great likelihood of being caught by 
the authorities — because the feds are 
not looking for them. According to Rep- 
resentative Lamar Smith (R-Texas), the 
Obama administration is paying less at- 
tention to “overstays” each year. While 
there were 12,500 deported in 2009, that 
was 6,800 by 2012, and down even fur- 
ther to 2,500 by 2015 — representing less 
than one of every 2,000 such illegals. The 
Washington Times summarized the situa- 
tion on June 14: 


Immigration agents catch an abys- 
mally small percentage of the illegal 
immigrants who arrived on visas but 
overstayed their welcome, authorities 
admitted to Congress Tuesday, de- 
scribing a loophole that those around 
the globe are increasingly using to 
gain a foothold in the U.S. 

At least 480,000 people over- 
stayed their visas last year, adding to 
a backlog that’s reached some 5 mil- 
lion total, members of Congress said. 
But immigration agents launched in- 
vestigations into just 10,000 of them, 
or about 0.2 percent, and arrested 
fewer than 2,000, less than 0.04 per- 
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cent, saying the others don’t rise to 
the level of being priority targets. 


Some of these in the country illegally are 
committing serious crimes and are still not 
deported. On April 19, 2016, Representa- 
tive Bob Goodlatte (R-Va.) gave part of 
the sad litany to the House Subcommittee 
of Immigration and Border Security: 


Americans deserve to know why 
this administration would release 
thousands upon thousands of crimi- 
nal aliens from DHS [Department of 
Homeland Security] custody, despite 
convictions that included a total of 
473 homicide-related offenses, 375 
kidnappings, 890 sexual assaults, and 
10,731 assaults, before their release. 

And after their release from DHS 
custody, criminal aliens went on to 
commit 124 homicide-related offens- 
es between 2010 and 2014. Those re- 
leased in 2014 alone committed 1,423 
additional crimes after their release 
from custody, including vehicular ho- 
micide, sexual assault, domestic vio- 
lence, child abuse, and driving under 
the influence of alcohol. 

At least 95 percent of convicted 
criminal aliens known to DHS are not 
detained. How does that policy pro- 
tect the American people? The harm 
is real and the risk is great. 


No law or practice is going to be fool- 
proof. But when the federal authorities do 
not even try to enforce the current law ef- 
fectively, we shouldn’t be surprised at the 
consequences. Illegal aliens of course are 
already breaking the law. But we are not 
supposed to notice that, which is one rea- 
son why “undocumented” is the preferred 
and politic term. 

But these are not paperwork glitches. 
Even “criminal illegal immigrants” who 
commit serious crimes, as we have seen, 
get released. The number in that category 
for 2015 was 19,723, with a total of 64,197 
convictions of various offenses, from traf- 
fic offenses to more than 200 homicide 
convictions. 

Pressed by legislators earlier this year 
about these developments, the director of 
the U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement Agency sought to diminish re- 
sponsibility, saying that her agency just had 
sole discretion over about one-third of those 
19,723 releases. According to ICE Director 
Sarah Saldafia, the others got sprung when 
an immigration court judge granted bond or 
when that person’s home country refused to 
take back the would-be deportee. 

But as the saying goes, “If you don’t try, 
you won’t succeed.” As is typical of bu- 
reaucrats in general, and especially those 
inhabiting the Obama administration, the 
thing they are best at making is excuses. 

— William P. Hoar 
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THE !,\5 WORD 


by William F. Jasper 


Brexit: Will Globalists Block Britain’s Escape? 


he historic “Brexit” 
referendum (British 
exit from the Euro- 


pean Union) on June 23 was 
a crucial shot across the bow 
of the increasingly tyrannical 
and corrupt EU superstate. 
In spite of the threats of eco- 
nomic doom, in spite of the 
scaremongering claims of 
“Project Fear” that leaving 
the EU would have a cata- 
clysmic effect on British jobs, 
pensions, investment, health- 
care, security, etc., British 
voters opted for the “Leave” 
(Brexit) side 52 to 48 percent. 
Undoubtedly, the Leave vs. 
Remain margin would have 
been even more dramatic if not for the assassination of Jo Cox, 
a pro-Remain member of Parliament, whose brutal murder just 
days before the vote was shamelessly exploited by the Remain 
side and blamed on the “tone” set by the Brexit advocates. 

The Leave side also would likely have racked up a still greater 
vote majority if the EU superstate elitists in Brussels had not 
carefully hidden their plans for grabbing even more sovereign 
powers from their member states. Some of those plans have now 
leaked out, only a few days after the Brexit vote. 

German Chancellor Angela Merkel, French President Fran- 
cois Hollande, and Italian Premier Matteo Renzi, meeting with 
EU President Donald Tusk in Berlin on June 27, the Monday 
after the Brexit vote, issued a joint statement urging British 
Prime Minister David Cameron to get on with invoking Article 
50 of the EU Lisbon Treaty to initiate the “divorce” proceedings. 
That would start a two-year process of negotiating the terms of 
the new relationship between the U.K. and the EU. Britain’s 
Daily Mail reported on that same day that Merkel, in a confer- 
ence call with leaders of her Christian Democratic Union party, 
said that “the EU needs to stop other countries following Britain 
out of the door amid market fears that the bloc is ‘no longer gov- 
ernable’ after Brexit.” She also is reported to have said that now 
is not the time for the EU to pursue “deepening” of Brussels’ 
control over more areas of national sovereignty. 

However, there is good reason to believe that Merkel’s con- 
ciliatory public stance and tone is merely a ploy aimed at as- 
suaging concerns of EU overreach. For, while Merkel, at one 
level, was sending a message of moderation, her foreign minis- 
ter, Frank-Walter Steinmeier, and his French socialist counter- 
part, Jean-Marc Ayrault, were meeting in Berlin and drawing 
up a nine-page statement entitled “A strong Europe in a world 
of uncertainties.” That French-German plan, which leaked to 
the press, endorses deep, deep, deep “integration” of the EU 


Left to right: Matteo Renzi, 
Angela Merkel, and b 
Francois Hollande 
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member states and the usur- 
pation by Brussels of the very 
touchy issues of borders, mi- 
gration, refugees, defense and 
security, economic policy, 
taxation — and more. 

“Our two countries share a 
common destiny and a com- 
mon set of values that pro- 
vide the foundation for an 
ever closer union between our 
peoples,” the document’s pre- 
amble asserts. “We will there- 
fore move further towards 
political union in Europe and 
invite the other Europeans to 
join us in this endeavor.” The 
hated term “an ever closer 
union” has become absolute 
anathema to nationalists, who recognize it as code for the in- 
creasing empowerment of unelected, unaccountable, corrupt, 
arrogant, and incorrigible Eurocrats. 

The closed-door Steinmeier-Ayrault conference merely con- 
firmed Euroskeptic charges that EU architects plan to transform 
the EU into a continental superstate, with member states mere- 
ly serving as administrative appendages. This became evident 
months ago, before the Steinmeier-Ayrault meeting, as EU of- 
ficials repeatedly delayed their seven-year, $1.33 trillion budget, 
which includes plans for a Euro Army and the subjection of EU 
member states to the controversial EU Human Rights Conven- 
tion and the rulings of its court. 

The same EU leaders repeatedly denied that the delays had 
anything to do with the Brexit vote. Obviously, they were lying; 
the delays had everything to do with Brexit. The Eurocrats could 
not risk showing their true colors and pushing more Brits into 
voting with the Leave camp. So they temporized and lied, claim- 
ing the delays were due to technical difficulties, the migration 
crisis, etc. Now, less than a week after the Brexit vote, they have 
“solved” the supposedly intractable difficulties and are pushing 
ahead. As we write (June 28), a summit of EU leaders is being 
briefed by the EU’s foreign policy chief Federica Mogherini on 
the “top-secret” plan for creating an EU military. 

Here, it appears, is the globalists’ plan: The pesky Brits are 
now “out” of the EU, but not really — they are only partially 
out. They are out far enough that they can’t veto the radical 
“ever closer union” plans, but not out so far that they can’t be 
brought back in (the globalists hope) after the EU installs more 
superstate architecture — and after a new ramped-up “Project 
Fear” propaganda campaign instills proper “buyer’s remorse” 
in British voters. Thus, we have former British Prime Minister 
Tony Blair, over three million British petition signers, and others 
calling for a redo of the Brexit vote. 
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